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UNIVERSITY ^OF g^LlFORNW AN CALlFdRNIA -STATE UNIVfRSm ^ 
AND COLLEGES ^ . V". ■ , - ' ' 

E^RODUGT^ON V, ^ . ' \ ' . . ' • / 

Annually, In aWotaimc© with Seriate^ Conctj^P^ 

\(1965 Ganaril Eagiilacive S€SSiQ UfiyeifSity of California ' 

tha CaiifoTOia St^ta University and CQllegeB sufamt to the Com* / 
irission data^ on \faaulcy salarisi »4 £&^a aost of/ frlaga^ btmfita 
* for "thair reipaatiWyBagite and for J'a f roup of co^arlaon lastl-* 
tucloiia spaelflmdvfQr 'ftadh^^r 0^ tha -basis of theia daCa^ aittoat^Ss , . 
ar^ darlvsd ofi/the p^rctot^^'^^hmngag in aalari^s and tha epst of ' 
frinsa Sanaflts raq^lr^d,t^attaia: pM^icy with tha eomparifon groups \. 
to tha forthcomlag, fiscal yea% Tha matHodolQiy by ,w^ick chasa data 
are Gbllacttfd: aildAanaly^ed^ ia^ d by tha, Coi^^ssion. to eoiaaul^ 

cat ipn \^tli' tha ^ two ^^epa^ts/^ ,tha ^*D^ ind tha ^ \^ 

■ Of floe of tba Laglslapiva toaly st * / Corottas ion i^taf f audits cha data . " 
J.apd- prapares two reports ^ one in the \ fall and ona in tha-' s^rldg |i 
^ w^ie^ ara ^tf ansm^ ^vernor, the Legialaturi/ ani, appro* ^ 

\p:]^±ats oSfii|als/ The report which follows is tha^ final r^ort for 
^tha' 1979-80 biidjet oycla. ^ \ \ / [ ; - 

This report comcains two ma Jtir chapters V (1)^ an avaryla^ of fai;ulty. 
%a!lMlaa and\ttt^ cost of fringa benefits at the Uniifarsity Gdll-^ : 
^foipia and ttia Galifornla. State- brilvariitf^ Collegia and (2) av 

preliklaary Wai^sls of f aciilcy salar^^s ' in the California CQTssunity^ • 

Co^^gaa-^'^-. , \\ \ ^ / " V^:^-^-. .^^^ \^ --ri] ■■""^y 

In addition^ ■ th^r& is also a disaaasion^of ganaral eaondcttavdondi^ionSi 
an^ analyaia of -ftia cotmanta on faculty .-salaries that wera pi^lish4i V 
by the aagis^atim}taal^at in- his- Analysis 0 ttim - Budget Blll% 1979-80. ^ 
dnd a "^portf ^n.^diQal -faculty salarifs that ^s dewlopad by tfhe':^.. 
^Univirsity of ^ Calif brn^a pursuant^ to 'a\lagi|latlvp direct Th6 ' 

Vftaal itams are included' '^^a Appendices^ ^ 

' ' ^ • ^ ^ ^ A' ' " - : ' - ^ ^ ^ 

HISTORY OF tm SMsAm iffiTORia \ [ . ^ r ^ ; ^ 

^ ' ■ . \ ■ • ^ V ' , ■ . ■ - . ' \ ■ 

The Impatua for .the :faculty\^3alary ^ra^^ cama from tha Haatar Plan J 
Survay rTaam. in 1960^ which r^cotoaendWd^ that i . " i - 



r.^'^'SW Appendix, A >■ -.^ :i- \ ' ^- .^-.'^ 

2r Saa Appandlk D for the lis&M 'i^f cdaparlson Institutions uaad for 
the Univir8lt3> df C^lifdrnfa. ||ad the,; Calif orilia Statue Ufaiyerslty 
= ' md ^ollifas^s- ' ■ : ^ ■' ^' ' ' . ■ ' ' / 



'V^ V= : f tts^i auch aa health aad^g^oup liff insaraacaV! leave^^ 
. ' \; ./ %n4 trsrol fimds to attend .prof eeaional iLee:c4a|e, , \ 

. > ' \ houaini^; parking, and- inovtog e be provided f pT * v 

\ facultj nii^ert In orders to make colla^-aad imiver* . ^ ' 
slty caachlnl attraetiye as Gompar^^ buainMa^ 

. . 3, V Bacauae o£ the eontlaual change in faculty danaaid and 

■ ' ■ WPplyr Che doordiaatlng ageney annually wllaet per^^^ 

tiaint data from^ all aagaents of highet/^pduQatio , ' 

' ^ th4 scata Mid thereby aaka possible thegteatiag of 

^/tha. assumptions underlylttg thi^^^ report.^ ' - - ' . ' 

For the anauing four years, the Leglalaturjf ,aontu.iially saught in— , 
fojraatipn regarding £acTj.cy cofflpensatfqn,, i^fQ^aatiQn ^Wch eaas 
prioaifily ffpm tha Le^aiatlve Analyse In his Analysis of -thg Budgat . 
Bin ^nd from tha CQordinatlng Council for Higher Edueatlon in ita 
: ' Mni^l;. raparrtt to cha Gowarnor and the Legislatura on th^^ levels of 
' support for public ^high^^t^'eduoat ion. Thega rtportas whila undgu^^ 
' halpful tq 'tha proceas of d'gt^rminJ^g , faculty abSEpans^tlon If^ela, 
ware conaidarad co , be "inauf f 1 eient * especially by ,the Aasaably which 
cohsequantly rsqueated^the Legls^atlva ^^alyst to prepara a specific 
report an the aubjact, ; ' ^ . ' ^ \ r ^ 

■ "^EArly In the 1965 General Sasalon, the Leglilatiire^alyst pMsarited, 
\ his report and racdmended that the proceia o,f develpplrig data for 

,uae by the ^Lagislature and the. Governor la detenttning ^faculty com^ 
. penaation ba fbraalized.' Thii ricommendation waa ambadiad 1^ Senate 
■ \ \^ Concurren,t Raaplutisn No. Sl^ t^hi:ch apeaifieally^dlreetad tHa Coor- 
dinating Council; CO prepare annual raporti ^^in coppiration with S& 

■ ' ' Univaralcy of Calif omia and the thto California State Collegaa'. 

.7 / Since Chat tima^ the Coordinating Council and ^ saosaquently, = the Com-^ 
V ' ^ miaslon^ have snibmitted reporta^to the Govemor tod the Laglilaturei ^ 
^ . The* first, a prsli^toary reports i^ released = in Dacas^er ap^ an aid 
-to the Dap art men £ of FiJia;nce ih icSgdevelopmBnt of the Govamor-s 
Budjet; the second, a final "raport , is issued in the spring for use 
by the legislacive fiscal committees during budget hearings. 



3. A Master " ^Plan for Higher Education in California , 1960-1975 , 

i i'^. California State DepartMut of Educationp Sacri^^^o,^ Calif oraia, 

:\ 1960^ p. 12; " . - \ _ .r^ . 

4. nils request eame in tlia form o.f House Reiolutiou No. ^250 (ITnruh) 
\^ during the 1964/ First Extraordinary Sesalon df the Legislature \ 

"* (Appandl^ B) . ^. 




5 , it-tot to 1973-i74 j pniy; one report was rlsaufed for each budget cycle 
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lEj iBe^^ faulty sriarias , and the cost of fr^tge:;'" 

*baiie£itSv In; California's, four-fta puilic stpn^ate'^ara' « 
■ . thoSm oth^ to&titut&aa (bothi^thia fad auts£da^ p| Calif^ttiiaJ 
;:fQr tlm purpb#% Qf miat|aiMag a competitive pbiitloa ,. In'^ieayal^ ' ^ 
othar ImdlcM sueh as ehaagiS Im- the Coniiimgr *Priida iadex hav^ cioc • 
baan' empi^arf^ : sljacs thi^. prt^aal tat iotial# for tha ;&lary sur^ys J '' .\ " 
waa the tointatisnae of ,ib_OTpeCiclyf iastltutidflal parity ra^ar than . 
parity viara-*vl^; the^ coai i of li;S^tig* ' Itvwas liQt JAttnded that*- salary 
adjustffltota wouli flTO aroii'oa in faeulty^puiehasl^ ^ 

^ power. Itff^.atiori'^m 1965, The peltry db^ 

•jectiva wa|;>^;>aa0urm public institutiaaai, would 

sbla , tb %lttr4ct and' r^t^iii the moat*quaiif ifd latujtty.vte avaiW61a 
. a^d^thareby at J^mst ma&'taia, tod hope iuHy improvSj the, quality of 
educational pcogjraoa. . ■ " ; % ^ ^ ^ 

Slnea the passage ;o£ SpR^/^^ Coordiaatiag dQunal-l and the Com- .,* "* 

/mi^aioti havac^iasuad repows fdtf| thil In eaoh .v ''^ 

caaa,v comparisoQ tnstitationa' h^v^^ amployad lii dstferftth ■ ' 

salary aad fringe, benefit l^eia.. » THis^-^report; the. ^.^f^ in ' \ 

. ,thef SjerieSj continuaa that tfciiditlon, -''^;' / 2 " / ■ ^ 

\ ..■ /'^v-w- " ^ ■.. ^^.^ ■ V. \ ■ ^ 

smb^TM.^\^J^m^S fm jM^^ SALaJIES .^ cost OF' miNffi , ^ 

Each .y^r* V the segmental central offices prepare requas^i ;fa^ ^a^'^^w 
ulty salaries, and the coat b£ £ rloga betteflts 4or prase^ftatibn ■^^ 
thair respective governing boards.^- the' Regents an«^ the Traatees. : 
The .s#^erital requests for aalarles and the aiotm^s , granted .^y ^ the . 
Governdr ,ajad the Legislature since the 1965-^66 fiscal yaar are ^sfiown * > /. 
in Table 1, . '-\ • " ' • ; -'^ . 



It should; ^e aQtad that, although thi •average increaaa' granted to 
^(tate University faculty has been ap^prDKJjEatelyr 1 percentage point 
greater than that appraved for Univitslty faculty oyer the pMst four* ^ 
taan years ^ this disparity haa bean all but eliminated^ slr^.a "1968^59 . ■ 
In the ensuing ten years^ the average Increase for Univeriit^ faculty 
has been 4.0 percent , while that for State University faculty has\been 
4*3 .percent. During the past four years , the parcentaga Increagai ;/ 
hava been idemtlaal, Alss^ the taa--yaar period referred.. 1 9 Inoludes 
three years i^ea ao, iacreaaes werft granted. 



6* The methodology for the faculty salary reports is shown in ^ ' 
. .Appendix C/: Comparison InsCitutions ate shown in Appendix D. 



EKLC 



n 



TABLE >■/ 



PERCENTAGE- INCREASES' REqUESTEa 8Y THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
.ANDVTHEmiFORNtA STAtE UNIVERSm AND COUEGES AND THE , 
. .' ■ AMOUNTS GRANTED BY THE GOVERNOR \ANO- THE tEGISLATURE 
V , • 1965-66 THRQUGH 1979-80 



University of 
Galifornia' 



Year • 

,1965-66 , 

1966- 6,7; 

1967- 68- 
.1968-69 
1969-7.0 
19 70-71' 
19-71-72 
197.2-73 

1973- 74 

1974- 75 

1975- 76' 

1976- 7 

1977- 78 

1978- 79 

1979- So . 

'. Total* 
Average 




RaqueiStad 
10.0% ' . 

6.5 

' 5. .2 
7.2 ' 

13.1 - 
■ 5.4 ' ' 
4,7 . : 
'10.8- 
4.6 , 
6.8 
9.3 
16.0 . 



' 2.5 
.'|.0 
5.P 
" .'5.0. 

0.0' 

■ 9.0 

^ * 

. 5,4 , 

■ 4.5 
6.7 
'4.3 
5 .0 . 
O.Q 



78(11%*' 
^^4.2%.^-"- 



Can fornia State . 
University fihd Coneges' 

Requestad Granted 





10 7% 


'6,.i: 


6.6 ■ 


> 8.5* 


• 5.0 


10:5 


■ 7'.5 


* 

5.2 




7.0 ^ 


0.0 


13.0 


0.0 : 


;i3.o' 


8.9 




7.5 


5.5 


; 5.5 . 


_10..4 


. 6.7 ^ 




,.4.3 


8;5 ' ; 


s.o- 


9.9 


0.0"- 




- a/A ■ ' 




101.8%*' ' 











:*Thise totals ate t^S^^d«o indicata ^ the total' peKpntage, in- ^ 
crtdias granted since .1964-65 , No' tptala are ahfawti for segmental 
tequgsts ilnce they affected greatly by thr amounts granted. 



University Of California ^; - • ; , : : *. 

On Nove^ar L6 aad 17, 1978, .Itha Untmrstfiyr^^^^^^ ' 
cussad • thiriaaiLty salary tequts t lot 19 79-80 Jlacal ysar * The 
P^eeldsEit of the UmJ:^^rsity made a ^lengthy p^esantation la xrtilGh he 
a^piainad tht rQle of the CDTtolsatofl tnd^iOTa of tha mach^lcs df 
the ptocMs of coiBpartni UniveTslCy fa^ui saliriar to thosa In ' 
othte imiVarslcles kcresB; tha /couiitrT^ in Calif opritav He noted " 
that,'^ althgugh the 0aiv«slcy has' supp the Gottpatiion mathed^ 

tha (^vernor and the LggislatUTe hav# aeldstt approved^ the inctaasfts 
-whioh ^ara dtctacad by that^^ \: * ' - 

1 , * . tHa la^^latli^e proctsi haa galdom been galded by . \, 
the don^arissn sunrey In pver a dacada*; The La^alatlve 
» : Analyst pototed put la his /anal^rplfl of the Budgat Bill, ^ 
- 1975-76, * , in o^y ona yaai put of tan weM/iegmra^ 
. tal racQMaendatlons fully Vimptafflen'ted,'' Moradvar; fo^ . , 
tha currant yaar^aad for 1970-71 4ni 1971-^, despite th# ■ ■ 
raaiita of the coraparladn auyvey^ th© rMLge adjustmrat 

.Prasidatit Saxon also di^cuisad"'eiie effeets of inflation on Dnivar- 
sity faGulty, sta ting that^the" ability of the Uniyerslty'^to compate 
foe yutararftflsg Indivlduali' has been sertsuily eroded and that it, 
H^ould be difficult to mintaln the quality of the iristitution unleis.^ 
there ware subat^tial salary Incraasas at all ranks/ - l^ia .aitnatidn^ 
la discuaaad furthar Starting on page 6 of tttis/repprt. . ^ : 

For the 1979-80 f Ileal yearj . the ■Regettts requestad a. rmge .adjust- 
oent of 16.6 parpetic* %s wbXI da an adjustment in eurrant-y^ar aala^ 
. ries ia^troactlve to OGtobar 1^ 1978. The raounp of that*'adjuBtmen 
has not baen spaslfisd butj if approved, will be deducted from the 
16*0 percent inerease proposed 'for 1979-80. - Given ^ President Carter's 
ataridarda, which appear to ptopoae a limit of 7.0 percent on wage , 
Incraaaaa, any retrqadtlve Increaie would piob to,: 
that amount* ' ; ' 

;Tha component^ of the proposed 16*0 percent ^ereasa for Unlvariity 
faculty are as^ follows: ■ - . ;^ 

FariLcy lag rtsuiEiag fron eh^ itif^tf «f QespM^ea iasticuciens LJ*42% 
AddlEisBmi aaetiae aa«tie4 eov^af ^flacisn tot ^aisCanC, Frsf^aera - ' 0.24 ^ 

MdiElaMi ajqgm Rg nagded £g ricdis $&wm laflaCio^ £ot raaka ' 2-34 



Regaats of the Onivarslty of California Agenda, Item 503, pi 2* 
Novefflber 16, la/a* . . ' = 



. ^a to developments which occurted aftet: t'te the 
V 13>42,petcint fignra it ahould^bi chani^^td ;12blS percen^ 

ia disciiasidf' furthtr on ppt 17-^lS of /this' report * / . - 



California state University and Coneges , ^: ' \ 

' ■., ■ ' y ^' ■ , ■ . ; ; _. ' V 

Tha Stats .Umivariity Trtistt'si mat on Nqyai^^r 28 and ^29, 1978, and , 
■approved a factdty salary laerease o£ jli^4 psrcaat for 1979*80. 
niia flgura iacludaa 8>0 g^«tnc. lae^isa to aqual cha currant^ , . 
s^astiaati^ rafci^ o£ I^flatlort,- plus a 6^fe|ercaat incraaaa whleti tKa 
Chmneallor'i Ofli^a astlmatei ia mqual coona^fQurth bfi the arbsipn 
in putahaaing po^r e^art€ttcad by Statt Dnlversity facuit? ovar 
t^ a past tea yaara tl969-'70. ttt^ough 1978*79) , la addition^ the 
Trtiateaa approved a ,reiolation raquaating a 7.0 percent liaareasie 
r^roaatlva to October 1, 1978, I| this lacrease li grmteds the . * 
14.4 pageant taqufi^c^will ba adjusted dowwards ; - 
. . ' ' " . - ' J - . \ : \ ! . ' 

It should b a mated- that tlia Sta^^niverslcy has not asiployad the 
CoiinriasiLon's coiQp^risan matKLodology In any way* In devalQplng Its; < 
request* for faculty salary Ijiereas as for 1979^80; ratoerj It has ' 
adoptad an approach thae ta totally dependent on ahangas In the ' 
UnltfM^StatM Cqnam^r Priee In this reject; the.^: ^ 

truftaas- appronch if marteedly^ different from that amployad by the ^ 
Univeralty RagMta^ * : ; _ • . : : , " * 

. This "is the second year that the Stata Uai^ralty has basad^it^ . ■ 
requeata for faQiJ.ty eaiai^ inereases on changei In the-eo^t of ^ 
livlsig* Last^wr, the TrTistees offerad several eriticlams of the 
comparison mthTodology and callred fior a chorough reaicaflLination of^- 
SCk 51, nii^ y^r, the Co^lssldn's report arid methodology ware 
not mentioned in' the wrltttft. presentation? to the Trustees j but it 
is clear that the Trustees no loftger support .the comparison approach 
in detarmliaing mt^ropriate salary levalf, / , " , . . 

FACULTY SAllRiES MD ECONOMIC CONljlTIONS; 

Tha pubiic four-year segments, particularly the State tlhivarsityj -hav 
increasingly mainta^ia^ that the usa o¥ comparison institution data 
^ does not provide an adaquate picture ^f the true ,ecottoMc status of 
the academic profession; Both have arpied that additional factors, 
prisar^y chariges in the C?I , should ilab be considered . ■ v 

Table 2 shows a composite pf ie^entaJ. requests # reports from^ the 
Codrdinatiiig Coweil and the Comlaaion, amoimts approved by tha 
Govarnpr md the legislature * and changes in fihe' CPI for tha ten-yaait 
period ba.gimiag with the 1969-70 f^cal. y^r.; !^ proyides a. useful 
perapeative on the changes in the economic status of faculty M^ers. 



9. ■ That ■laliatfloo race has bsem updated to 9 .0 f eccent f or Ilscal- 
'l978vi^9V See Table 2. ' ■ . ' . 



^ '^^'^^^^ ^: .tables}-. '-:'J-''''^^ .■■■^ 

SAL^RY-'Ip^EASES FOR PAaLTY. REQUESTED BV THE UNIVERSITY 
VOF'^CALiMRNlA mo "frlE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVEteltY AND 
^ .. OOLLEGEf, illGpASES.. REQUIRED TO ATTAIN PAR^ WITHv• 
= f.. CqMPARIS'ONrlNSTITMONS'. SALARY INCREASES eRANTEDi\ 
. BY THE fiOVERteR ilb THE LEGISLATURE, AND CHANGES . ' 

IN THE lUNltEn STATES CfiNSUMER PRICE INDEX 
' ' • . 1961-70 THROUGH 1978-79 



YeaK 



Segmental 
Raquests 

uc , esuc 



CCHt/GPEG ' 
Repbrts 
UC CSUC, 



Incraases.-. 
Gp^ntid 
UC CSUC 



Parcentage 
Changes In 
thjfe Cdnsumer 
Ice Index 



1-969-70 



1970-71 



5*2% 



7.2 



5. .2% 



7.0 



5.2% 



5.2% 



7.0 



0.0 



5 .0% 



0.0 



5.9% 



5.2 



1971-72 



1972-73 



U.2 



13.2 



13.0 



11.2 



13.0 



13.1 *13.0 



0.0 



'Q.O 



9,0 8.9 



3.6 



4.0 



1973-74 



. 5.4 



7.5 6,4 



8.8. ; 5.4 , 7.5 



9.0 



W4-75 , 

4 

1975- 76 

1976- 77 



4.7 



10.8 



4.6 



3.'5 '4.5 
IOV4 ■ 11.0 
7.2 4.6 



4.2 ' 4-.S< 5,5 



9.7 6.7 6.7 



4.6. 4.3 4.3 



U.l 



7.1 



5.8 



197;7-78 



■6.8 



8.5 



6. '8 



5.3 5.0 -5.0 



6.7 



.1978-79 



9.3. 



9.9 



8.0 



3, "3 



0.0 



0.0 



9.0 



ERIC 



Tot'als* 
. .Average. 



*Compi3unded, 



'47.3^ ,51. SX 91.6% 
hm . 4.3% ■ 6.71' 
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First, totals for "Se^entil Req<iescs"'anci for CCHE/CfEC.Reports v 
are .not shown ainca they wouia only be misleading. The reason Jar- y • 
this is that thtf amounts granted in any one year affect the requests a 
for subsequent yeWs. ^la. other woris, if *,7.2 P*ra«-t ^increase _ had- 
aatually been graiited tc^ University , of California faculty m 1970-71, 
rather than ho increase, 'the University's request md the amount 
reporU by- the Coorainatlng Cornell for 1971-72 would, have^ been much 
legs Chan the 11.2 .percent fignre shown. Accordingly, totals fpr. ^ 
these oolums have litt^ meaning. Secondly, the totals shown for 
the "fncrmases Gtanted" id "Percentage Changes in -the Consumer Price - 
Index" coiu^ ate not directly comparable to the Average •figures 
shoira directly beneath them. - for example, . althou^ the average annual 
increase in the. CPI ^for the \t en-year period • shown was 6 . 7 pfttcentt , 
the total increase iir the same period was |1.6 percent. Similarly, 
the' totai;;noted for iicraases gra## is less ^thffl the ^a^rage multi- , 
plied by ten. The reason for tthil la; that the "Totals h^f . . 

■compounded for each year of .Increas^^o: more, accurately r^leiifr what 
:accually occurred over the period b£ time Inyolyed. . • ; ■ ' " 

What these da:ta show^' ia that P^^f;rtle past tt ^ountt re- • 

duJsted'by the s^gments^ has be^^iranted once for the University and, = . 
4/ice for che;.Scate University, although it has.heen close in^two^ : 
' other years. - 'riie advice of the Coordinating Council and the Co^ssio^: 
was adopted by: ctie Governor and the Legislature for ; the University , 
•in only- one yfar and nev^r ;fof^ the State University;, btrt^ was close for 
both ^se^erits in four others. A comparison of the actual increases . 
«antad^th the CPX shows; that the University and. State University 
faculty have lost: 44. 3 and 40.1 percenMin purchasing power, respec- 
^^iy, compared to the t endear increase in: the cost of living. , , 

^^ther way of. looking at the. problem is :to compare actual^ salaries 
oaid to faculty in 1968-69 with those they are paid today. In doing 
so however, it is extremely important tp-rmake a distinction between . 
changes in salary ranges and : changes in average salaries (the all- 
ranks average^) . The example below iilustratBf'. the point: - 

, : - : ■ ■ ■ :i :■■ : % ' ; • ■ ■ 

- ■ " ^ ' Ni^ar □£ : - / , ^ Number of . / 



Jeap. L : . $23,000 100 .i;^;fK-.fe , .?23,0Qfl , ^300 

Step 2 ' ■ 24,00.0 200 / - ' : ' '^^Oil^; *oo 

seep 3 . y .OOO 300 . . 

seep 4 ' - -ZS.QOO 400 ''J'/^- \ ^ / . W ,000 / 200 

Siep 5 ' " . ' 2-7. 000 SOo' _ ' ' .27,'O0O ^ ^lO'O. 



,1 
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The aveyaga Salary for profeBsoifS in Eicample^ A ^ is: 125,666 while that ^ 
for; Kir^mpta B" is "$24,333 in ipite of cKa fact that , the salaty range 
and thm hiutoeif of totaX faculty at tha rank bf profissor is t ha same 
in both eMmples. Thusj cdmparing salawas from year' to year can be ' 
hazardoti0Y, and the problem increases^ in .cotflpleKity when one .is daaling 
with an aU^rmks avaraga coyer lug several facul^ty ranks rather than, 
a stogie rant ^ Jas in the temple ^yen above . ; \ ^ ■ = / c 

The only way to pras#nt an accut^rft^. pi^tU^^a of h 
actually clianged is. to use the identieal stafiing pattern for. all 
ymars imder/ cbnaideratlon* This uaed by the Com* 

mission in vthi^ report rand is . Equally . applicable to ^ Scaring Jact^ty.. 
salaries at California institutiQns^^ states, 
^feis is aKplainad more fully in Appendix H which' dlsGuss as the com* 
^mernts of the Legislative; Analyst * ' ^ / * - : 

Tablfe 5 feelpw ihows the average salaries, by rank^ for both . the Uni-./; 
.versity and the State University for 196B-*69. and Cor ^1978-79, ;j 

■ ' / ' ■ \ ^ V .TABUE 3 . ; ^ ' ■ . ' ■ ^ . \ , . . 

rank-by-rank'' SALARIES- FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF ^CAL^FORNrA ' 'V . 
AND THE CALIFORNIAaSTATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

J968-69:AND 1978-79- ; : . 

^ ■ '"Assoclate^ Asslstaht ■ . 

Segmentv ' ' Professor Professor Professor Instructor 

University of ; ' ' ^ 

California 

1968^69 $19,680 $13,365^ $10,618 : N/A . 

1978^79 : : 29,630 20,533 16,964 : N/A 

California State * " ^ ^ 

University and . . ' . * 

Colleges ' ^ ^ ^ \ 

1968-69 y-7,020 $12,732 $10,481. ,1 9^097 ^ ' / 

1978-^79, r 26,399 " , 20,324 ^ '^^^668 14,509 

• . \ ' V " ' ^- ■ % 

In tha Sem^year period covered , the staffing patterns have changed 
dramatically* vrtth a far graater numbar of faculty in the hi^er ranks 
Although precise figures art not available for 1968-6.9 due to changes 
in the method of computing total faciJ^ty, those for. 1972-73 to the 
present. are shown below* , 




TABU 4 



STAFFING' PATTERNS AT THE UN.IVERJITV OF CALIFORNIA AND THE 
-CALIFORNIA STATE' UNtVERSITY AND COLLEGES \ 
. " 1.' 1972-73 AND 1978-73' ■ .* , , • ■ . 



.' ■^ 1972-73 

ekiiiotaia State 

1372-73 
^-79 



2,123 (45,9%) 
:2^Jt4 C35.7%) 



3;727 (33,2%) 
5/48? (4S. 3%) 



Associate 
ProfessQg* • . 



1,079 .(23.3%) 
(24,3%) 



3,271 (2f,i%) 
3,431 (30.2%) 



1,422 aQ,B%) 
931 (20.0%;^ 



3,991 (35. 3S) 
2,221-019.5%) 



242 (2.2^) 

2ia (1.8%) 



Wtiac Table 4; illuatrates is that Both sagments are maturing/ t^lt'h a 
' grtarey ntmber of f aaulty mCTbara at .the prof esior. raxik and- fewer at; 
the mssistant professor/rank* \nimn the all-rariki averages are 
putedj the average salary paid would inevitably r lie, even if no - 
salary increases had been granted^ since tabre people ' ar# L^ated in 
/the' higher salary ranges, ; ^ \. ; ; ' 

The Qnly' way^ to provide a true picture^ of the affect of salary in 
creases granted by the Governor and the Legislature^4a to apply thfe 
/same staffing pattern to^ both seti I of rank-by-rank 'averages. In 
Che case at hand , irhe If^S^ staffing pattern has been chosen^ ; 

' . ' ^ - ^TABLE 5 : V . . . . " / ■ ■ ' 

A COMPARISON OF ALL-RANKS AVERAGES FOR THE 

■ UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE V • 

, . . CALLFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES ■ .. 
. USING RANK-BY-RANK AVERAGES FOR 1968-69 AND 1978-79 
■/AND THE STAFFING PATTERN FOR 1978-79 



University^^ Calif ornia- 

..Caiilorala State ' 
'■ University .and.-Colleges 



1968-69 - 1978-79 Difference 



$16,334 



$24,888^ 



$14,23^ $221432 



+52.41. 



+56.9% 



la c'o:^arlng the perceritage differences noted ^above .with 'the total , 
iQcreasea. gi^ancM (TaBle 2) , there is apprommiiteiy^ a ^5 pereenc ' - 
differfflce for each segment^ an amount that is probafaly accounted -.^ 
for in tersis of differences In the number of faculty^ at each step, 
within thje ranks / involved . From""aa examination of the two tables • 
together; however. It is fair , to- state that the loss of purchasing 
.pow.er since ISfiS-^fig has been approximately 40 to 45 percent 'for the ' 
Untversity and 35 to 40 percent for the State University* The fact ^ 
tliat parity figures for both segments are , considerably less than ; ..:-■ 
these 'amounts is a reflect^ the Idss of putchas lag power in : 
higherv education generallyV * . = - - ' ; ; ' f ) ' - : '] \ 

In last year's salary report, Comttssion staff : discussed ;th 

bility of amending SCR 51': to include direct /corisideratiion of changes 

in the cost of living* The issue was stated in the following terms 

- vSfto^d faculty salaries be based, solely on the criterion' 
of , "equity^* for the faculty member ^who has clearly lost 
% " eGonoDd.c ground in terms of inflation or ,ihoiJ.d It be. 

based on the State's legitimate interest in maintaining , 
only a co^petitiva balance with comparison institutions?^ / 
If the ■^equity-'' argument is accepted, the State should 
adopc^ most or all of the salary increases recoimQended by 
the segmental governing boards since they have; demons tra-- 
tad that their faculties have riot kept pace wlth^ pfevail^ " 
in g. economic conditions* If "competition"' is to be the ' 
primary or sola criterion^ as it has been for welve - 
yearSj the increaBeS; indicatM by the data in this report 
shouid be adopted *^ If a cpmpromise is desired, the L&gis-* 
lature and the Governor may wish to select a figure some^ 
where between me twop / 



J. 



The CoMnissl^^ believes that the spirit as well as the ( 
letter of SCR Sldictates a continuation, in this report, 
of the' past practice of presenting .data -from the respec- 
tive comparison Ihstitutions and reporting the increases 
derived from that data. Not only is this valuable in * 
maintaining 'a historical perspective . It Is also eansis^ 
tent t^th the preset under^t^ding^of legislative intfent, 
If that' understanding is inconslstedt with the present 
philosophy of the Legislature, th^ it appears reasonable 
to ask, that a nw concurrent .resolution be apgroved which , 
will guide; the Comiasion in' future reports. 



10 V :.;^ iEinal Annual Report of^ Faculty Salaries and Cost of Fringe . 
- ' Bmefits. at the University of Calif omi^ and the California 

State tJniversity'^d Colleges ' 19 78-79 , CPEC ^Aganday April 10, 
; ' 1978, "9" " : " : : ~ /■ 
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Without question/ both" the^Uni varsity and ciie Univarsity have • 

been diasatiaflad M rtfcettt years, with the; amounts' that have been 
appropriated for facility :salary ' increases.: The fact ^^that^ each ae^ . .. 
ment has lost' substrntlaj. iroimd in comp%ison to phe" cost, of living , 
makes this entirely understatftable , for it ■ makes recruiting of^ouC-* 
standiag faculty oeiAers more difficult and is d«ttl4antal to Mrale. 
But it is importtane to rOTember tha 

tterity np methodolo'gy j 'iAe^ based, on. a comparison apprbach or a . ^ " 
fornaila desiin^ 'to^wfiect inllatioiiar^^ ■ , " 

salary increases, that ari°siH,r|actory. ,to the groups " r^e ; 
At Che present tinM^sit may/ appeat* advancagediis, to use, an-:approa^A: ■ , 
geafed to/tke Cipir but, it;is-alas^ te^ique had ' ' * 

no adyocates* daiiasVthe »y^^ iailation in , the early and ^ ^d-. 

i960s, whffli|fiite,'#6swl|si^a.f ffctf^Goa^ dictated salafy 

■i^raases' grAafeftt'-'tth^^^^^ annual ineraase in the cost of • 

living/ ■ If, °&a* iii^^ should --retairn— if the denand for iaculty « 
membefs/lh^u^d ; aga|ri/exdt^ tha supply and pr^h salarte# up at.accel- 
era.tedVr4fctSt^few c prase A arguments for a CPI-- ' 

bas'ed salary' me ch|?ddibgy womld; ' 

Tiie probable reasdrt/why .tie comp survived this 

long Us that Itf actually incorporates aora^than mere comparisons 
with other institutions. ■Virtually, all postsecondary institutions-. . 
use some form o.f comparison mechod to keteTmine the appropriate 
levels of compensation, their faculties receive'.' For 'exMiple, the. 
eight las tleutions currently used for comparison purposes^ by the 
University each have their own comparisoft institutions, and those' 
institutions/ use still others. „ Many of these colleges and univer- 
sities relate their salary-setting polities diractj,y to the cost of 
living, some use i comparison approach, and others use both. Vir 
tually 'all of them are aware of inflation, just as are the California 
institutions. If one or more instltucions used for comparison pur- 
poses by the Califomia jepnants adjust their salaries on- the basis 
of 'inflation, the parity figures, ffltfployed here wili be affected. 
In. this way, the mechodology us ^ in this report will always be • 
more comprehensive than a simple adjustment for changes in the CPI. . 

Federal Wage,/and Pr^Qe-StandardS; ;^^ ', ... . ' / , , ' 

On pdtober 24 i 19-78, tre^iiiant Carter announced ' his ant^inflation 
prograni in response to what he 'tarmed the ''nation^ &. most serious 
economic problem. " In ,a ,white paper on - the , sub j act ^ the Coimcil 
on Wage„ahd Price S cab Hity noted that earlier efforts to control 
inflatibn had not baeit successful and that , .a mofe comprehensiye , ^ 
program is necessaiy. . . , , 

I • . . . ^ " ■ . . . ■ ■' * ' . ■ '■ ' 

*' Earlier year, the President outlined -the framework of 

a voluntary program that- required' the cooperation, of. govern^- , 
mant,; business and labor. - This program .tos designed, ttj^^break ■ 
the momencum of wage/price ' Increases in the private sectbr 

fi ' ■ ■ ■ ^ ■ ■ 
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. . .. ■ ^ ' n ■ m ' ■ , ■■ 

■'■ ■'■ y : ■ .. ■ ■ ■ . . ■ .■; ■ • 

. and tp reduce goYesaiaerit ■ s coivtribiittoii to inflation 
: Slfflu|?tasieousl7» the .federal ^^udgec deficit fot,Jiscal 

13J9 wmm ^rmdiiamd hy soffle ' lEO^biHion- These affarta have , 
: iiQt beeo; enqugii; stronger measjiras are required. / the' 

President has now ^ac ted i , . - ^ 



- ■ f' 



@ to iat^sify thfe anti^inflation efforts of govermaemt by , 

^-^daptlxig a strinfent budg'fet policy chat will: ^rK^t^ an ^ T > ^ ^' 
oyerail climate in >^hlch' the' inflationafy proems can 

' • ^ *v . - uGtrf^nd ^ • . ' ' ] '. v./ ".^ V ' ^ -^^ = ' . 

— esta"bl±shing procedures that. minimiae the inflatlQii^ \ . ^■ 
a^ <lmpaQt of govettimtntr regulation^ s #nd ■ r * l 



; —indicating his inten^'ioii ttf veto legislativ&-^eas.tires' 
.and ocher ^actions of gpvemment that provide bene tits ^ 
-to naw"QW spec4^--interest 'groups - 

# to break the upwaird spiral of costs and prices bv ' " 

V - ■ ^\ : ^ 

— enunciat^g explicit numerical standards for nonin;-. 
Slat ionary wa*ge and^ pr,i,ce 'Increases , ^nd . ^ : ' ' ■ ' \ . ■ 

* ^makiag clear 'his lntenciDtf :tb uVe.his administrative 
powers to support adherence^ t do. thosa standards in u 
^\ indlvidiial situations;^ / " ' ' . 

.The wMte p^rpS^^1go^s-"^'Sfe to -d the actions to be^^taken" by 'the^^ 

federal government to' cofttooL inflation . IncJ -3ed amqng them Is a \ 
goal, of reducing the federal 'dfeficiif and' hold i ipending 
each year to ^a total of 21, percent :Qf the Gross National Product. % 
Obviously, these goals will be difjicult ,to meets ^d the white paper" 
describes n^^rous actions to tie caken to accomplish them* Some of 

'thesp actlori directly i^^-blye federal* government employees i 

" ■ ■ ' _ ^ ■ ■ ■ --^^ -, ' ' ..;|..\ ^ ^.^ . . " ^ ' ■ 
/ In prdef to contribute to these^goals , the President has 

' imposed severe limits- on h^riffg; of Fe^e^cal employees for ' . 

an l^efinite pertdd; _ Eff ecti^ Federal 
* agencies may ' till pnly on^^u^bf - two vacancies as they ^ 
' occur* Thim ^rap 1^^ Vftfji|ny^ha Tn;m^ffr of federal em-^ 
^ ployees budgeted for this fiscal year by,.,abOut 20 ^ 000* 
_.^In July, the President annpt^te-i a. 5 .S percent limitacion = 
on F ed e r al emp 1 p yee pay r a is e s arid a f r ee z e on Fede r al 
^; ^ e^ecutl^e pay; le^els*!^ / ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' , 




*11. Facf Bdok i Wage and Price StandAriis ^ Souncil on Wage and Price 
scab! " ~~ ~ ~ ~~" ' ' - ■ - 

12*' *Ibid- 



StabULlty^ ;jt*" 3, October 31, 19.78, 
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' ■^ la.iis pifilitfiaary report oti I97MO faculty s4atiait Go 

/^t^f f iiidijtated that. there aoA&ideribleyiaaerwila 'as ^ to ttif . \ ' ^ = 
/ : ^^aa^ meaftiiig^ and ^^plicabiiLty^ o£v the; wa^e^'^d,^prt^^^ "; ^ , 

'^^■"'it mn ntited that the-reguiatiotia obtiin#d f on TOg^, ^ 'm. 

^ ^d Prlba^ SEabUity semed to relate ^nly to fhp ptivata sictfar aiid: ■ ^ * i'^ ' 
, i^hac the: Coundil had not yet dw^lpped ^^egulatic^ms 'for .goyer^ental ^ ^ ■ ^ . 
^^^V^titiesV. inal^^ Slqca^hen, , t^ese , ; ^ ^ 

- . ^ ^biguitiea have bem resoli^sd^ ^ ■ . ' 7 ' ■ ' ' ^ H " 

. MDrtdiy, Februa^J,^ lJ79r:;CQOiriasion -staff ^a^tmdid a c^£Menoe. . '\ ; 

: on dhe standard^ in OaHand,'. spOi^ored ^ by the flnlveMjJ^r of 'C|L±-^ ^ ^ ' " . 
fofcia's Institute of InaultriaJL |aia^oM^t B^rke^v ^ ^ 
' • - d^ci ^ere ,^e*t Hiistol^ the^^tputy Director oi^^i Cotac^ qa - ^ ^'t< 
. t Wage and fri:£e^ Stability; ■ RoBferc: J. 'Ftana^an, Senior ftaff ^^^^omstV - ^ ' 

■ . -^ .f of the ddu^l of EcpndMc' Ad^ls^ Dli#c^ of ; ; 
^ i/ii v ;fehe Instittiti <as well as fomef; President of the University) j '^nd^ ^ ' 
>■ ; Vva aimbar others represen^iog busine^, labor r^the legal profes^^ \ 
vv; ;sian, arid goi/ertoent* Jrom the presentations m^e and the gntoi&g^ 

' .^discusaiotis, ^th^ following was made oiear:^ ' ' - ^ %': . 

: ' \ ■ . ■ ■ ^' ' f ' ^ ■ • - - ^ . _ . ; ^\:-, 

| : , 1/ Bie wage and pHce standardi defirxitely apply to govermnent 7- 
\ ' agencies at all levels , inaluding all colleges and :univer-, - \ - 

■ siti^S. ^ - ;■; ■,^ ^ ^ . - . - ^ ^ :■- 

\v :v.2^ V7ichin amy givep federal fiscalr yea 
w^^^ - 30), salary and benefit increases granted to mployee groups^ 

- ' ^ . Xlnciuding State ^pioyees. and fiaculty mMibers) may tiQt eK^ 

' . ceed ^7 = percent, ^ . % ^ ; ^ ' " ^ ^ 

^ ., , ^ ' " . ■ \ " , . ^ ^ ' \ ■ ■ . ' 

3, cMerlfe^salary adjustments are included within the 7 percent ''^ 
limit. must be accounted for oti a group basis. The stan-^ 
' . dards" do not ^arpply to individuals; once a percentage amount \ ■ ' 
' / for the group is fa^tdred in, an individual may receive both , 

. . ' the sala^ increase and the merit ipcraase,^ even though the ^ 
" . ^' ^ . cdmbination of ^the *two* is greater than 7 percent* Also, 
'_ ■/. isalari iscreases resulting from promotions do not fall within 

the 7'^''p'aic en t limitation p " . ■ 4 = 

/ ■:-:-■>. ; " \ ^- ' ^ ^ . - ^ • ^ . ^" 

' 4. ^'4, ^y thb,feases da fringe benefits must be accounted |br within --^- "^ 
' the 7 j^rceht limit, - " 

' V Wh^t thife means for: those mplpyees covered by this report, as wel^ . . 

^ as- for ail State employees in gtneral, is that California is really ; 
working with .two" fiscal years, the period between 'July 1 and Sep- ,^ 
taster 30 ;Md the- period between OctoBer.1 and June 30, Accordingly » ^ ; 
.- and s.i^ce 'State employees received no-sflary adjusttsenta during the 
' ^- ' ' current CaHforaia fiscal year, it would \be possible for the Legis- : - . 
latere- to appropriate funds in a number of. waysr 

• . 1. ^ ^ increase not to. exceed 7 percent retroactive ta October 1, ^' 

1978, and another increase of 7 percent beginoimg October 1, * 



ERIC 



-14- 



■ . / 



1979-. ' Thg latter increase would imve to cofflmence on OACoher^ 
. l^,imd ^g ljuly "l, since the July X dati wouid' gerieratd 
r petcent^TCreasi forv^tha last' quarter -of ' tiie fec^raLl fiscal 
■ ' yeaife '-Mio^ percant.. Mpure would haw; to tie adjusted . 

■ '-to'accfl^itet 'ior- fringe benfeifts add merit ^in#tos as/ . ' 

-a 2. ; to retroactive^ iGg^^sase but two increaaes witbin the Cali-"^^ 
■./fiornia f isaal ^yea?/ ^ the, £^ to Se^tem- 

y--'"^ '/ 30 am^the sa^M from Oatober 1 to Jimtf^SO, 1980- Each 
' inicrea'se 'itQuld: ba for 7 percentyx adjusted 4'ownward- foffi fringe 
bfeaefit and marlt increases* ^ . ^^/^ ^ 

' ■ 3v 4 7^ percent increaae. f or ' the California^ filca^year 1979-80* 
. , , '^ia imcre^se would probabiy. not haive to be adjuit^d .for * 
/:metlt 'tocreas.es since it/would bridge twte federal .fiscalv 
' ' ' ' years' ^liare'14 pjercent fs allowable, - , ' 

^Two/bills hay^.been introduce^d iri- the Senate ^hich adopt one 
'atao^er of thase approaches. The first is ^B. 91 (Alquist) whidh'j 
■pE'oVides Jor- an .-increase of 5 percent from the date the bill is " 
signed ti'jiha taid' of the 1978-79 fiscal year^^a retroac^y^ increase 
in the saM ^ariunt to Octobe^l^ 1978.5 and a 7 percent sMa^ in-* 
icrease^ fdH-Jjrfi^ 1979-80 fisaal-year/ The bill applies ^ to ^ail State\ 
employees'^ iinciudihg "U^ and ptate Uni-y^raity faculty* . 

secon4 Will is SB 573^(Paul torpemtar)>and pr^idas for a. 7 
percent aala^py increase from July l^ 1979 to Sept^ber 30, 1979 and 
another 7 percent increase from Octobat 1,* 1979 to June 30 ^ 1980* 
This bili applies pnly to Univers ity. and ^ S tate University faculty . ■ 

As the standards now read ^ p the ^rpenceF bill is in compliance but 
the /^quist /bill is not* . To be in comfliance the ^quiit' bill -would 
have to be amended td ma^ the 1979-^80 increase effectiv.ie oii October 

1, 1979/ , . ; ■ .} v \ 

PRO^CTED AT THE . mJlVE^^^ OF CALIFOH^p:^^ to TH?^ ' 

CALIFORNIA STATE UN r7ESS ITY AND^OLLEGJS REQUIRED FOR PARITY' WIIH 
THE COlffARISON GROUP PROJECT^Ot 

The projected 1979-80 salaries kor faculty at the University of 
Calilbrnia and the CaUforiia. SMte University Colleges are 
shown iEt.vTable. 6. (See -i^pendic^ E arid F for the cdmpuCacioti of 
theSe, figures as well as those for the cost of fringe benefits, ) 
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■ ; ' . • TAB'LE' 6 ■ " , ■ ' 

ALi-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY 
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE . CALIFORNIA STATE -UNIVERSITY 
AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON . 
HISTITUTlONi PROJECTIONS' FOR 1979-30 



CompaHsofi 
I nsti tLfti on Pro jectid 



Salary Levels " Parcentaia 
Ss'liriii Projected for Increasa Requlrad: 
. bstdtutlon in 1978-79 1979^80 ■ 1979-80 ^ 

Univarsity of - ' ^ ^ ; , 4, ^ 

-California.,-, . .$25.337» ,128,338 . y12:64% . 

California .State ' ' , ^ , ' . / . ^ 

UQivarsity and ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Collages : " $22,401 |24,663 ^= ^ Vl0,10% 

Tbere are two toaj or differ enees in the secant al com|utat±one , The 
.uHversity, in dariving^ its figures for the all-ranks average in 
\its comparison institutions, uses what is known as the^ "average of _ 
ivaragas" approach. This method involves the^ cDmputation of an 
kveraga,. salary, by rank, for each of its comparison institutions. 
zkah of these average salaries is then added , to produce a total , 
which is then divided by the timber of comparison institutions to 
produce an average for the group- The State University, on the 
other hand, dividjes the to taSL, amount of money paid to all facility 
at tach rank by the total number, of faculty at that rank is all of 
its comparison institutions/ combined* Ati ayardge salary for each 
rahk is thereby obtained arid used as a mean for all- faculty at that 
rank* These methods produce a system where each of the eight Uni-^ 
versity. comparison .institutions has 'equal weight , regardless of. 
size, while those, for ,the/State University are ■ 
weighted, with- the larger Institutipn^ having a grafter ef fact on 
the ive rage than the smallir institutioas* - , . 

■ ' "* ^ ^ . - " -'^ . ' ' .- J 

A further word of explanation on this difference in methodology 
sems appropriate, ^la University argues that it competes directly 
for faculty with its comparison Institutians, as well as ;rtth other ., 
institutions of like qiialityCand: mission ^ For this reason, that 
segment ^.aqnsiders it pore ;appropr±ate to compare rank-by-rank aver- 
age salaries with Institutional ranks. Conversely, the State Unir, ; 
versity believes chat/ a more accurate average can be obtained by - 
Vi^ng the mean of all giilaries paid.at Mch rank* tte fact that 
^is tends to make the larger institutiofts more important in" deter- 
Wning/'the avera^ also considered appropriate, since more fac- yr. 
id.ty are'&chMged between the State University and those Institu-^ 
tionB thanNjlth the smaller ones. - ■ 



^ Th4 Caim±sB±on has pefiodieally axaffilned this '-di£f eteaca in approach 
land concluded that there is no ccjmpelltng reason for favoring one 

oyer the other. For thia rsason, aod because the reauiting ccmputa- 
.. tlQus produce only miner differences in the projections, i't was 

decided to allow each se^ent Co use the procedure it^prsfiys, * 

Thm second difference la the methodology utilized by the se^ents 
is that the -staff ing pattern -for the University is now projected . 
lato the l979--ao budget year while that for the State University is 
xhe actual pattera\ for the 1978-^79 year-* . ' 

^ The 1979^0 budget cycle ^Is the second year that the University ^ of 
Ca4.ifom±a has projected its staffiiig pattern into the budget year. 
In the Gomission's preli^nary reports it was noted, that th€ Uni^ 
.versity's projections for 1978-79; were inaccurate to a M^nif leant 
extent and that the pro jeGCio^ 1979^^80 seraed' to ^^^nue that 

level of inaccuricy t : \ ; ^ ' ^^^^ 

Table Z.. shows Che .1978--79 projactioM together with the estimats \ 
used for. the preliminary, reports ' , ^ 

" / ' ^' TABLE J. ■ : 

' [Projected and preliminary report estimates for the number " 
of^ faculty at each rank at the university 

^ - ^ OF CAaFORNIA, 1978-79 . 

..Preliminary /.^ 
■ Report Percentage 

Rank ^ Projection Estimate Dif f irence 

Professor ^ 2,835.00 ^2,592.56 -8.5% . 

Associate " " :y ' . * ^ . 

Professor 971.55 1,131.38 +16.45 

A i's latent... _ ' . \. ^ " a ' 

profasspr 865 -39 931.:24 ! ■ ..+7>:55. 

Total ; . 4,672.44 -- 4,656.18 ■ - ^0>35 

jrtiis table shows that while thf sst^oate for the total nuiabar of - . 
faculty Co be CTaploytd in the budget year waa.:quite accu^race (0.,3SZ) , 
ths raslc-^by^rank proj ectiona were tiot. Neyerthels&Ss this error 
would^-^t" have had adramatlc effect on the overall' jp ere encage la-' 
crease in salaries indicated by the methodology , /since the iank^by- 
rank averages for both the comparison group and the Universicy were 
weighted by the same staffing pattern. Thus, while the percentage - 
indicated in the final report . C1978X was 7*^6 :percM% uad»ng. the. 
projected pattem, it would have*been 7 . 82^^ircant if the actual v 
figures had beem available at that Cimei a difference of only ^0*14 
per,cent . , ' ' 



The er^sf in question amm to the ^atttation q£ both the UalYersity 
kto±niatra£ion'and Comissiott staff at ap.prp3ciM.tel7 ths stoe tiMB 
and aKtensive disciiasloria wert held m att^pt ^ts. resolve the 
probl^. Comisaion staff has long believed tMt a projeatlQii of 
'the i tiffing pattern is preferable. to the use oi/a prloif-year/pat- 
terti ot evsa .a cyWent-year astimated patternt slnca it tlisinates ' 
the need for atti'ficial adjustments ft the figures to reflect such 
factors as atrit increase^ and promotiotii* Ohviously, how^aver,^ the. 
projectioni mist be accurate to be useful ^afld^ 4t that tim€, the 
requisi"ta accuracy was missing, ^ 

The staffing pattern prpjection^ origiiialiy^^ dtveloptd by the tj^ver-- 
slty for 'the 1979-80 fiscal year"sho\«d a dlatribution sf faculty 
mprig the three ranks similar >to that projected fQt 1978-79, This ^ 
distribution^ pMduced' a parity neeS of 13-42 percent ^ the amount , 
appr'oved by the letents:in^sO^^ before th^ errors ^re 4iscoyared 
Subssquently, the Univergiiy rproposed a Mdiflcat^pn pf tht prbj ac- 
tions, a niodification that was ased for the preliminary raport. The 
changes " were outlined in a :^4ettar f rom-Vicg Praald^nt Kl.tlngartner ^ 
to Director Callan(Apperidix I),. , ' ^ " : 

It shauld be mentioned that the process d% predicting a staffing > ^ 
pattern involves the consiaeration of^f our variables 1 CD esc^ates 
of the number of new app^nraents; (2) the nimber of s^rations 
(refclr^ents, resignations, lea^a§ of abience, ^dvdM^s) ; (3) the 
number of pM^otions; and (4) the aTObar of; merit i^easas that 
will be granted. Some of these f ac tors affect the averafe salary ; 
%t each ranfe, some af £ ect^the' nOTbet of people at iach rank, Mid 
iome afiact both. An error in any one; of chtm. will affect the overf- 
all percentage, figures indicated for parity r 

In order to adjusc the staffing pattern to reflect more curat ely 

* the expert enc a of .prior years, t^e University >saum level 
of mtrit increases and/ prottot ions that had. b^en in evidence in prior 
yeacsv rather than attempt to tflake a detailed pridiction, -For this 
final report, however, that predietion^ has been refined^ ^ith the 
result that the staff ing pattero pro j ect^^^ for 1979-30 has been, 

. raised slightly from tpe pr^e^^ report, '.Table 8 shot^s the 

scafftng patterns for. the University since 1972^73, tbgathar with ■ 
three projectiona for the. 1979^80 fiscal lytari (1). the original ... ; 
^projfction for the preliminary report | (2) the; revised projection 
for ' the preii^nary report^ which eKcludes specific projections of 
merit' itfcrgasei and promotionsi and (3) the projection for the , final 

• report. It. should be noted that tha ravised projection for the pr^ 
lifflinary report and the new projection contained in. this final re- 
pdrt i are coniiitsat; with the^ of previous years, ^ 



■ ■ TABLE'S: : ^ 

UNiVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STAFFINS- PATTERNS, 
" ' . V , , 1 972 -7 3 TH ROUGH 1 97 9.30 ":' ? 



1972- 73 ■ ^ 

1973- J4 , 

1974- 75 ^ 



X 



r ■ ■ ^' 

/ Professor 


Associate 
^P^qfessd^ • 


Assistant 
Pro.fessor 


' ' Total 


' a, 120, 00 




.1,422-00 


4'62i.O0 


2, 210; 00 


^ 1,696* OO'^ 


* 1,339.00* 


4,645.00 


2,293.00 


. 1,126.00 


' 1,223.00 


•4', 644, 00 


2,^2'. 00 : 


^ 1,156.00 


1,181.00 


4, 729; 00 


4m y WW 


1 ' 23c\^ nn 


1,125.00 ■ 


4,847J0Q 


2, 501. 98 ; 


: 1,14:1, ^ 


965.74 


4,609.19 




1^131U8 , 


931,24 


4,656.18 


: 2,478.63-.: 




836.91 


: 4, 730. 80. 


2, 557.66 


1,141.88. 


1,031.26 


4,730.80 


•'1, 706.91, 


1,086. 55 


937.34 


4,730.80 



.1975^76 

:1976i77. / 

.1977^78 ' 

l§7a-79.- 

1979-^<80 ^ , 

Original .Fall 
Projaetlpm, 

Mendad Fall 
Pro j action * 

Spring 
Pro j action 

Accuracy , Of. thl Compafi^ Institutions' IProJecttons 

Frdta time to^.time, questions ha-^t arisea concerniag the accuracy of 
the projeatlons of salaries ^ to tit paid by the comparison institutioria 
Ip the forthconiing budget year, ndted^ pfeviously , the_preliminary 
report involves the projection of Goraparison institu^ aalatias. at 
each rank. for a two-year period, When updated Inf oraation^ is ^ob-* 
' tiined'^ f rom; these ins titutions, in \the springs the proj ection t^ made [ 
igain, but orily for.. one year. For this repibrtj ^co^arlson 'iyis^tlt^ 
ciqn dat!^ is\aTOil^bl4'for the 1978-79 Jlscai; year aijd is projettid: 
forward one V^ar^ to 1979-8Q. In .the preliminary ^report , data for 
the 19^7-78 y^r was usad and thi 'projecttQia made for two ytars, to" 
19^79-^80*. '' \ ^^^^ ^ ' '' ^^ ''^^ - ^-r - ' ' 

■ ^ ■ , " ^ ^ " < • ■ ■ •'; - 

Table 9 shpws the history of these pro Jecttoni' f 

1973-79, These years were chosen since the lists; of comparison 

.institutions rCTainadiconstanC-^for the erittire period* s;;'^. 

What Shese figures . show is^^that thi. projections fo^r: the comparison, ; 
ijistitutions hai^e beeti remarkahly accuiace ovsr:^the years, iiV^c-,,. ."^ 
ially in^ the final report , when updated ^information^ from the cotopar- 
ison. Institutiotis is available, Additidiially,, these data do not ; . 



TABLE 9 



cifWISSiON P^iCtlQKS OF UNIVE«rn or CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA 
' STATE UMVERSITY AND GQLLiGEJ' CONPARISON INSTITUTION 
FACULTY SALARIES WITH AmJAL SALARIES RECEIVED . = 
1S72-73 Tt^QUSH 1177-71 



1§73*74 

1975- 76= 

1976- 77 

1977- 71 

1978- 79 



ue iCe^jHsa n G re us ^ Sal aHt s _ 
Fsll Spring Ar£4jal • 



$24 ,191 
24,333 
24,l7i 
26 ^^1 
2S,275 

31,983 
Ci^m^ti^e Err 5?:^ 



Aisogiate 



1972-73 

1173- 74 

1174- 73 
1975*76 
1976*77 
1977*78 
1978-79 ^ ^ 

Haas Pte^le^i^s Errer^ 



Asslstint 

1972*73 



116,652 

17.839 
ia,S40 
19,499. 
20*971^ 
21,406. 

4 ■■ 



123.292 
24,296 
25,596 
27,040 
29,115 
30, lis 

/ 32,059 



116,204. 
17*218 
17,75i 
18,5^3 
' 19,572 
^ 20,444 
Zi;6Q9 



197^^ 74 V 
1974* 75r 
1975*76 
1976*77 
1977^78 
1971-7^ - 

CmmaMt%^^ tsnt (All RanJisl 
hsMn Pfedir^i^e Er^r (All Ranks ) 



123,243 
24,482 

^ 2S,Si3 

27,sa6 
2S,a^s 

30 i3S6 
32,313 



$li,439 
17,004 
17,S76 
18*329 
li.S24 
2p,BN4i 

V -ii;9A3 



$13*313 


$12,999 


$12,895 


13,6^0 


.13;S24 


u,4ai 


14,171 


•." 14,119 " 


14,032 


;i4,7$6 


14,651 


. 14,827 


^,297 


15,530 


15,5Q9 


li,430 


^ li,21i 


16,365 


16,962 


17,164^ 


17,447 



% Aetyal 
Higher Than; 



Fall Sprir^ 



SaTaH#5 



A^yal 

Sa_Tari@f 



*3,gl 


'0- 


.2% 


- ia0 ,492 . , 


$20 , 023 


$20 , 001 


>^.6 




.i 


.21,693 


21 t 049 1 




^^4.g 




»0 


22,195 


24,979 


22,053 


-•-3,1 




»o 


23,027 


23,067 


23*937 


1 






24,1Q3 


2i,2S6 


* 25, 171 


-2,1 




.1 = 


26,713 ^ 


' 26,510 


26 , 1^1 








27^,920 


27 ,55/ 




4H3,,S1 


40 


.53 








W.53 
p 


HJ,87 








*1* jl 


^l. 


.1% 




115,425 


$15,385 


^.3 


-1; 


.2 




16 182 


16,115 






,7 ^ 




16 ^B39 


17,077 


"^1. 6 




.9 


1 7 Ass 


iV , SBl 


1#,330 


1 




i3 




1 □ 294 


19,024 


-l.S 


/^l 




20,336. 






^2^^4 ' 


.4.1 


.5 


20^994 . ... 


20,941 


21,227^ 


«;26 




.44 ' 












.16/ 








*3.n 


-0 


,a% . 


$12,873 


112,680. 


$12,652 


-l".3 


-0 


»3 - 


13,382 


13,272 


13,224 


-1.7 ^ 


-0 


, 6 


13V897 


13,840 


13,941 




41 


.2 ^ 


14,485 


14,557 


14,845 


^1.4 




.1 


15, 119 ^ 


IS #516 


15;371 


*0,4 




.9 


, 16,424 


16„098 


16,055 




41 


. 6 ^ 


/ 16,859 • 


^16,S42 


,17,051 



-0,29 :'40.27 



4^^26 
.4^1.72 



40.41 
40 . 9,4 



% Actual 
Higfwr Than 



Fall iBrlni 



-2,4^ 

*3.3 
*0.6 
4^4 Jo- 
:*^4.4'^ 

*2.i 
*Q,4^ 



,*€;,5 
^3,6 
; W.S 
•-2.S 

*1.1- 



-1,7% 
-2,6 
-••0,3 . 
^2.5 

tl.7 
*2.2 
4-1,2 



*0.1% 

*0.3 

40.3 

-•^3.8 

-0.5 

-1.5 

41.0 ■ 



-0,07 40.34 
4-2.47 44.07 



*3.6% 

-2.7 *0.4 



; +1.1 

+2.5 
-1.4 
*0.7^ 
^l.X 



-0.16 40^30 
+1*64 .41.10 



-0.2% 

*0.4 

*0.7 

42,0 

*1.4 

*0.3 

41.3 



*Q,11 40,24 
4i;74 40.90 
*0.11 40.29^ 
ti*95 "^41.02 



1.^ :fh^ Cmil»%i^^trT^T la- deri^' br addiai thi ' seve^ riaus plus M yaues eoiecher aod diyidin| by 

ll IS^iia i^edietive Jlrrer U deti^td bf . id^isi she , ay^riesl v^luji (i^afing^^^ plttaes and mubm) sod 
^ divldtag by' ieE^»,; ^ ^. . . . 



' . V ^ : ■ ' ' : , ' ■ 

■ show, that Either tha University or thd StAs DalverS^ty has been . 

/scheduled to reeeiv^e increases higher thaia.ic^shou^^^f a received 
had there beern ne error in the data at all. Of the^ sie¥w years 
surveyedv the. increaae iudicat^ed f or the Uaiyersity. wa€ Isas^than 
would have been warrant id in four caseg |pnd more in chrae) in the. 
firellrnlnary rsport, and less than would, ^ve been rarranted in five 
cases in the final report. For the State University ^ the indicaced 

. increaaes were lass thari deserved in four of the years In the pi^e* 
;11mlnary report and less than deierved in three cases in the final/ 
report* " • " - . ■ ' . / 

It can be concluded that the aCGuracy of the .predict^e mechanism 
'in. the salary •reports has been proven over the years, 1% is also 
evident that 'the final : spring repprt tend to reduce the ma tg in of 
error reported' ia the fall, finally, it appears^ that the predlc-- ^ 
tiona of actual salarias to be paid by the University*'! comparison' 
group are slightly more accurare in both the p^l^fflinary and final 
reports than those for the State University's cbmparison group. 
Both the segments and governmental authorities^ ho^^ 
assured that the percentage Increases required ■1rf*^|.t:tain parity tox^ 
both University arid State ■University . faculty j -as; r^^^ this 
' final report^ are accurate to within. 1 percent or Xess. '^: . 

PROJECTOD COST OF FRINGl ^ BENEFITS AT ■ TOE UNlVlRSITr "OF. CALIFOimiA^^^ 
AND ffiE GALXFOWTIA .STJ^^TJSipRSiro nffilff;/ ; \ 
: REPECTITO ■COMPAEISOr INST^ / \ [ ■ 

The projected 1979-80 cost of fringe benefdCs ,At cha Unlversity'of 
Calif drtia and the Calif orhia Stat:e, University and Colleges are ^. .., 
shotm in Table 10. > ■ ^ 

Fringe benefitf/J.or .fa&ulty, constat of . rettrOT social,:0;feauritys ; 
unemployment insurance, TO'rfeM insurance, 
/life insurance, and disability insurance, T^e largest cost compo-^ 
nent of the bjenefit pac^ge is retirCTeat^, which attoiints to approKir" 
mately 80 percent of all countable. Iringt vbenef its at the University 
and 7p percent at the State Univer si ty> -This ^ has a 

profoimd effect on the usefulness of the data in Tab If lOj.sinee the 
CTployer's cost of providing a retiremeat progrM- may bear only an 
indirect relationship to the benefits received by the ;^ployea» 

niere .are, of course^ m^y different kinds of retir^enc programi in 
operation across the' coutitryv Some are funded by publit agehcles^ 
some through private associations, and others, through Insurance 
companies, Ins^ some cases ^ the: public rstirement prograto Is self 
^^pntained ^thlri the. institution Ca,g*, the University 'of California 
Retir^ent SystM=UCSS) * . In other cases , the program Ihcludes- / 
public agencies outside d£ posts^condary admcation (©,3/5, the Publid 



1^- -■ 



'tmptoyk^B Retit^fifit Syscw"PESS) .which: incliidei State Unitefalty 
. faculty, aii4 netiJwd^tti^ toployata albng with jaeit othM State " 
^loymm) * / ; : ^ : ;.- . ■ ' 

."^ -'"^"^ -'^ \. '.^ TABLE ^'TO//^ V. ' " 

^ AU-R/MKS AVERAGE COST OF ^ F^^^ ^ ^ ' ^ 

^ . UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFOW^IA 

; STATE. UN mRSITY AND COl;ijEGES,^ R 
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION 
PROJECTtONS FOR 1979-80 . ^ 



Ins tit Lit Ion 

Cal if ort is 



Cost or^ 
FHnji 'Benaftti 
- in 1978-79 



j5,948 



Compari son 

Institution 
Projected Cost: of 
Fring* Benefits 
in 1973- 8 0 



$5,543 



$4,817 



$4,065 



^ Pfojectad 

Ptreentage 
Increasi Required: 



-26.6 



Adju^tad for tie affect of a 12. 6W raa|^ adjustment* 
2: Adjust ad for the affact of a 10*10% range adjuatment,^ 



Btcatisa the jaywwci to and the b^efita from these frlnge-'benafit 
pta|Xam5 vmvy widaly^ it is virtually ImpoislbLe to make a precise 
deciifmiiiatio^ o£ the Bentflta reoelvei by analy:^ing dollar eDntti-^ 
buel^aa* AdjittiOiially I there are the probleai of vastlng and porta-* 
bility. Soiae rptirOTanc. iystem^ btoMe veited with the mploy^a 
tfcw otity a year or tt^©* .^hlle others require eoaslderably longer. ' 
4 ftculcy m^bar ^^ho ^orki in one symtm for lour years may not yat 
h4vt hij bsMfica ^e^tad, whlla a fadulty mmbar In Mother iyitCT 
My tejcy th# vssctflg benefit. An OTployee who leaves a retlrtoM 
pr^ltfam prior to -^esclng recatvea no bensfics tn spite of the fact 
that paynantj bsv# been mada by hla or har ai^loyer* . further ^ iome 
ratt^MOT^t progrMii parair an employee to carry Che mployer'a con-* 
trlbutioM with hia when he leaves for anQthix OT^loyari others do 
net. ThtB iaatur#i ■ generally referred to as^ ''portability,*' can be 
a ,mjor baneftt^ but it is not reflected tn the cost figures that 
ire durtMCly ustd to ItidicMte ch^ relative status, of University ^and 
State tJol-verslty faculty vlj-'a -yla their comparlaon groupe. 



. them4 faatp^M tand , to ■ limi t , thm usfifulmsg o£ tha, tTingm hmneflt 
0i^iT^B siu^wn^ far thiM reajofl/ tiae tomaimian iirgks thmt th0&B^ iAt^^ 

uMmd "th#; utas^c a^j^t^on. . tel,a IS- ^iptetiliy ttiie of, tihm 

daca tot ^cata^tteivarsity faeulty, Sirica ch^^iW Mmberi of PIRS;^ 
aiid mait "lliaffa both parents and bweftti v thouiands of dthfi^; , 
S'tdta- ■Mp^loya.as., . , ' -i.'.^ " --^r' 

-Such che ftaturs coat aompariaoaa foif frtflg^t baattlts, / 4t 
best p. they ar^ only vary rough Indicators of baae£i^t laTtXs; at 
wrst^ 'tiity ara-extrTOely^mislMdlng. Boch ch# Unl-^arslt^ afld clA 
^Stdta UnivaHity have indicatad thii^aax thstj re|srdlaas q£ tbs 
rwalcs.ofi tha comparisQn of their' 'bwef it psctogei to thosa of 
fchetr cic®parlso-n institutions* frtngm bwefits should CDtffsspond to 
thosa raeaiv^ad by all other State OTployaess Cl^en the ifladequafi^isa 

: oi the aa^ta -in tida area, thii approach ig proMbly the acst^ equi^ ■ 
tabii for hoth secants. ^ ' : \ ' 



CONCIUSION - - ' , ^ ' ■ : 

tnci one lading thla discussloti of; faculcy atiarieB* atid vche co^t of 
friage benefits ^,or the University of CaiifoCTia and the Calif prnla 
State^lJfliverilty and Colleges,* it mI^uM ststtSd th&'t Mil of 
cfaca tndi.OAtB tJiat the faaultl&B in fcJie^a ^sgmmi^tm ara lii a dejfi^ 
ei#at e^onowc^^sition any ^staj^daxd/ tfMtfiri^i3> or ma^Asdoiog'y 
that oould be a^pio[;ed/^ ;'TOey are currently paid lags chart their 
(louttterparta at colleges and universl tits ^ho perfidrni sijoilar fiwic-^ 
tioM^ Bui h^ve lost su^staiitial ground in aofflpatlsoCL cs changes ia 
the' Consitfiet Prlci IndeK. over the past tea years * -Many years of' 
%icparLancji have demonatratad^ that erfucatioiial insticutlona iirt . 
Wsiwad by tha quality of chair facultlM mi that the eavlabla 
taputation of Calif ornia'^i inaticuttotis is largtiy due to the aen - 
.%jid womea who durrantly ser^e thea. If that rspntation :and the 
educational quality it represents art to bt niaiatairied^ a sala^ 
Ifloraase -cloie to that suggeited by the data in tSis report is ctr^ 
tJiaiy iwrrantid, \ \ \ 



cmpm,ii ^ 

CALlFOfttllA COMMUNITY COLLEG£S / 

■ ' * ' ' ' . . . . • 

\The\^aaaaga of ' PsDposiCtm baa iq drsatlcdUy cbafiged the basia. 
stiijfttiirs. of CoTOtfLity CoLl^ge fioMica chat a disausslo^ oi the sub- 
j^at af Comftmlty CoLls|a idcuity wlarlM mov' is JJiparattyer With 
the Stats cittiently ptDVidijflg betwtafl 70. tod 73 pe^aeat of the total ' 
Sftatt /Locai suppQ^t for thfe CoMnttit ty Calleias , It p wrs apptopTi-* . 
dts to ksaiuda COTSBmicy C6ilig& aalitrlei ia the ^ttMl reports on 
iaai^ty aalariet: ^genMaily* tbtJ . f met w^a raeo^l^td by the Lagis- 
latly^ Aay^ytt la Hii MaLyctg lOf the Bmdgst SilJ-i l979-*80 j to ^ 
which ha raaoTOtflded " . * ^ that ths. Csiifartl^ JQttstcanlary M 
catioift .COTgsiaslQo (GPIC) bt dly^tfctd to Inclade ^omftjaity aoljlags 
aalatles .and benef ita la Its ^ttaal report fsGHLty. iaLaTlaa*"' 

though ths Malyst'S raetittmaadaciea waa directed tgi the 1979-80 
budgit: cyaJLer Coimiaslpn std|£ felt that the leglslaclve fiscal omL^ 
mlttaaa t^Quld bt asslsctd by a p^aliailnary i^&alyais of tht subject ' 
during tht curraot budgtc ha«,iagSi Such as aiiily&is ^ill^hava .tha 
ddvantagM' of providlfig data imoiediattly sad Imdlca-tdoig the type o£ 
data thac will ba metdad fo^ a coraplate knalyils. Aficordlsgly,. the 
fQilowtng ascttons addrtss theaaelves to a coi^srisQfi between each of 
tha tbree sepiencs, a tomparlaDtL bet^taa cha Galliprola Cotnnuaity Col 
ikgas amd comatoity coHaga^ nationally , aad a dtscussiQa of the . 
d%flci%nales of che agisting data* It should alio b# mot td that all 
of Ch© data are Jar 1977-78^ tha ooat recent year for ^hlch data are 
a^failable aad apply only to fiill'^tJjse CoOTimity Collegt faculty, 

'ORGMIZAriOM AM DESCEIJTIOlJ OF COMIOTITY: COliEGS ;SiMf SIRUCTURES - 

Both th^ Usiwrslty mi the State Univerilty h#iv^t long waiotaiaed 
stafeewtds salary ichaduleii the Coimwity Gollagis hdve act* . - 
Obviously, this ia due to tht faet chat .the four-yeai: aa^auts hava' 
c^atral goverciliis boards while the 'CpOTunlty " Colleges art^ govarried 
by local dis trice boards* ttiis fact 'of iadepeodtflt goveraanae for 
the cwo--year sapaent has prodtJcid salary schedules t^blcb are ^tra*: 
ordinarily complex and almost totally unlike tbose la use for the I 
other piiblic segDseflts* 

The University .and^ the State Uulvaxslty use a class ^d rank struc- 
ture that is coffltton tbrcughout poststcoudary adiicatlon CPxpfeasor> 
Aaaociate Proftssor, Assistaac Professor/ and iiscMetor) ; the Com*- 
wmtty Collages liae scructuras ^tbat trace their astactdeats to the 
eleasQtary md secoudary schools. As a reault^ COTOWilcy College 
salaries are based f frst^ on/the atmber o| units compltted or on tha 
le^el of degree achieved (bacbelor^s, mastar-s^ or dQctorate) , and 
lecondly oa years of experience • To Illustrate tht dlJf trances, the" 
1977-78 ^lary structures 'for aach of the four-^yaar ptgn^ejiti are 
showTL.. Ill Table 1, together ^ch the salary structure for a repre- - 
gentatlvE Cocmnmlty. College dlatrlct for the same year. 
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FtCULTf5M!1£HEDULESf0niUNIVEKS 
: , THE WLIFOilH STATE UfliyERSITy iD CaLESIS, 
' / T11E fiLEttE MUMTy COLLEGE Dl^^^^^ 



' UiijyerslU of CillforflU 
iBictuctflr 

~ , ; . - StiP i ' ' ' . 

• Step J 

: |tiP.4 — 

I step 5 

(g. step 6 



step I 
itip 2' 
Stip 3 
: Step 4 
. itepS 

Step I 
Stepl 

Step!. 
Step 4 
, Step 5 
Step i 



lalifornii CMiinlty CollegiS 
(Glendile Coflnynity Calligi DIstrlEt) 



11,70(1 



22,500 



|22,|OG 
' 21,909 



■ :r 
■■% 
k 

i 
a 

9 

10 

u 

12 
13 
20 
2? 



i, tl'ie CknJali Cqwiiltlf 

erJc 



CiUfflrnjl StitHinjveriUy 
laiEtyctor ■ 

'etep i - " . ^ ...111,038 

. atip 5 ; ■ ^ 15.62^' 

Aa^LAtaitFfafeigor • 

' ■ Stipl' M.236. 

: imi , , ■ IMW 

Slip 3' ^ ' »,.M4 

' i£ep4 , 16,356 

' jEspS ' ij,i36 

Aiioelits Profiasor 

. etepi ni.MO 

stip.i im 

Siip3 

': E£ep4 . 20,628 
Slip 3 ; ■ . , H,62V 

Jtepl ^ 

e£ep2 . ' 23,148 

atepS 24,188 

StQp.4 21,018 

'itipS ; 2i.348 



CQllip Plitrlet wa «l|digii lines itB Eean siiuEy WM cloiest to thi sEatewlde Comunl^y Colieii wan In Wl-il 



11^"' iv s' y 



113,130 ?l3i?50 
I3i650 14;270 

Ui200 -UiSiO 
14,780 15,470; 

15,340 '16,090 
11,960 M' 
ie,£30 17,410 
17,270 18,090 
17,960 13,820 
18,670 19,380 
ll,430- 20,3?0 

- ,21.110 



ni,^30 m0 

is,Qoo j5;72o; 

15,610 1630 
16,^40 '17,010 
' 16,870 ;1?,6B» 
17,540 18,350 
18,240 rt.UO 
19J90 
W0 
21,510 

' 

tk0 



19, MO 
20,330 
21,370 
22,200 
23,090 



|1S,8£0 
' 15,4911' 

1/,156. 

17,841!' 

lB,33li 



22, si 

2S,39S : 
26,049 ; 
26,690 



n1 



>4.>. 



Kfbc only ^ are thm Cogmmity ' ScLjage- .ichadulas markedly dilferent ia 
tTper froffl thoas, aa^loyed the ©thar sa^ent's * , Chey ars /alap quite 
4i££trm£ ^^iig thraeftlyta> Whrfrtai/^the Un4vers%ty md th^ Stafem 
UmiTOTilty yaa only foufe salary clasilfdcatldft^ 
ciate Ftpf asaer s Aaaiitaat PrDf aaior ,^ and Ifait^ctor) ^ the 70 ^ 
Community Qollage dliMlets classify;, ^salary ratigaa in 119 "iif £ areat 
ways I the moat domon of ^hiclL are iKoTO below in Table 2*- 




TABLE - 

THE THIRTY MOST COMMON SALARY CLASSIFICATIONS 
IMPLOVED by the CAWmRWIA COMMUNITY. COtUEGESi 
. AND. THE NUMBER OF ^DISTRICTS; USING EACH- 



Classlflcatioh; ^ ^ - \ Using Classif jcatton 

- — — - . - — - ;-7 _^ ^ ^; ^ '■ — ^ .. — : - — 

-AppToprlate 'Ccftdentlal . • ' ' S^^^' -v. • 

:. BA „ ; • - - , .. ■ > - ■ 41 ' 

.BArfZg . : \ - ' " ; 3. 

BA+30 . ' ■ , .. 12 

Less than MA ■ ^ 

BiW-30 or MA . ' '9 

BArtS or. MA fj. ' ■ ' 6 

BA+45' or MA+U ^ - ' ' , 5. 

BA+-45 ■ , - . ; . •■ ' ' , 5 

> • ." . 34 

BA+4S4iIA ' . '6 

■ MAfiS . . \\ 1 

■ MA+604MA or MA+30 • ' . 4 
BA+6(>«1A ■ , 14 
aA+70+MA - v. ' 3 
BA+72+MA ' . '' 4 
MA+75 or MA+45' ' - _ 4 
MAf30 ' , , ■ » . . , ■ 7 
MA+7S-mA or MA+45 ' , ,4 
MA+45 \ K ■ "a 
MA+75+MA. ■ , ' -5 
^^W8 : \ . " . . , ' , : • ■ "-^ • : . ,i.3 
BA+a04«A. *' ; , 3 
BA+90 or &IA.+60 . , ' . 6. 
BA-W04MA or m+^O ' ' 3 
BA+90ftA ' : - . 4 
•MA+fiO ' . ■. . v . . " 5 
PhD - - ' • 24 



TSje.lrejteiuioua diverilcy ii; .^^ structures -is. not Imiced to the 
ciatta^iMelona alone but iiS alio appaiBnt , within ladi^idual cias 
fiaations. •Aa'"*ao ^^ple, 1!4bla 3 . shows the salary sttepf for the 
se^Oft dlatr lets that: 'employ ' the M4+30 
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"SALARY RANGES FOR THE SEVEM COlVIUNnY COLLEGE DrSTRICTS 
USING THE MA+30 SALARY CLASSIFICATION,., 



District 



iiiii-j'iLitTnj n 










: ^5? \ "s:' 


: 6 '■ 






413, 963' 


:$14,:9il' 




5.15,500 


$16,674 ■ 


$16,106 


$14, ,527 




/ 16,642 


15,535 


46 i 513 : 


16, 250 


17,446 


16,795 ■ 


15 ,155 


. 3 • 


V 17 ,349 . 


• 16,256 


'■\ 17,150 . 


<i7,qoO; 


: IB , 0s , 


17,478 


15,762 




ia,086 


.16 ,'925 




17 ,750 


18,870 


18,166 


16,410 




'''^a^8„8S5 ■ 


■ 17.5^. 


18,420 , 


18,500' 


, 19,602 


18,852 


17,088 


: 1 


19,636 


18,266 




19,250 


20,334" 


19,538 


17,667 




20, 492 


isvsse. 


■15.,69p ' 


20 ,000 ' 


. ^1,066 


20,225 


18,295 


- $ . 


.21,063. 


19 i 60,7 


; ZQ;,325 


2ft. 75a 


V21,798 


20,912 


.18,923 


- ' 9 


.'22,270 


• -20 ■276: 


,,:v^2Q,960 


21,500 • 


22,530 


21,596 


, 19,552 


io 


23,217 ■ 


. 20,946 




22,-250 


23,262 


22,284 


20 ,180 


11 , 


"24,20,4": 


\21,6l7 


_ :.2a,23d • 


23,000 


23,994 


22,970 


20,830 


la 


25.232 


22,287 




23-, 750 


24,726 


23,657. 


,21,437 


13 " 




22,957" 


; "23,500 




25,458 ' 


. .. s 


22,064 






^23,627 


^1300- " 










15 




24,297 


i 23,500 






— 








.'24,967 


•aa^isio' 














25,638 


2 J, 810.' 










f; ir 






23.,810; " 
















24,120 ' , 




1 












24,120 










21 






24,120 










,.-2a..'. 






24,430 










::■(>■:■ 
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%e diff efface be we^^ha highest f irat apeps of thesa 

raagrt 14*8^pei'eeats a^ apite of the fadt that Che qualif iMtiana 
for thCT ate th& SOTS, Ualng th^ ame'tfem dlatilf^ta CColii^^ 
5 In Tabla 3)"5 ;that. diff ereaae growa to ISV^; percmt t©r tMi years 
af seCTlce* AXaoV f^^^ty la tha higher pay^g dlatrlct rec^ved an; 
8*0 per ^eat Hilary ia&edae, for th# 4977-78 aqadmtb ye^ while those 
"la the lower paying diatriafi ^received a 6,4 p#fceat iacreasa; tfcia 
•.widead^^;: tb^:-gap"hetweOT ' ■ .^^ ^^ . .^p;. 

Aacordlai to the Chmcelidr'a Office of the Califonia Comnmity 
Coilegq^, the ^eaa aaiary paid to: Ceiggtoity ;CQllege raculty mesibera 
^ I9W^78 waa $22^^ 413* ^ This 

paased a ^rtde range of difJerMicej aaioag th# ^yariaua dlatricta* ^ 
Table; 4 shows the 'mean aalariea, received by :f faulty -mmbersv^in the 
five higha^t* .md five loweit-'payittg .d^ ^411 f i^ires are . 

weighted by the aumber of .faculty ^reeeivtog^ 



■ [ r ^ TABLE 4 ■ : . ; ^ 

HIGHEST AND LOWEST SALARIES PAID BY^ 
"CALIFORNIA|COMMUNITY COLLIGE DiSTRICTS 
-1977- 1973 : 



. district 



Mean Salary 



Nurnberiof FaciiTty 
in District 



Highest 

San Jfpaquia Delta CCD 
Sbs, Matao CCD 
- Coatr-a Costa CCD 
North Orange C^ . ^ ^ 
\ Saddleback CCD 



124,657 
24,420 
24,178 
23>,763 
23,748 



193 
574 
511 
500 
143 



Lowest 



Antelope Valley CCD 
Fremont^Newark CCD 
CAbrillo CCD 
Lake Tahoe CCD 
Palo Verde CCD 



19,903 
19,812 
19,470 
19,047 
15,528 



■ 84 
109 
i90 
20 

' 20 



1. Faculty Salar lei ' Paid , 1977-73 , ChanoelloT ' a Of flea , California 
CoEfflsanity Collagas., Report Ko, 3, February 1978, 



The a^mr^e nt^er of: faat^ty In tlie £tva hlghsst-paylag distriats 
is 384,2/ The mversg^ nuaber of faculty In the five Igweat^paylng " 
' dlsttiata la 84*6. F^©m thls^, it appaats- ttat disttiat, aiw. may 
a factor in saltty structi^M* \ h — . y AjK = 

Tabla J (paga 30) a. diacrlbu^ aH m^ ialariaS; paid for 

the a^ty-sight repprtasg d^^^ic and^ compares th^ with the; all- 
: ranka avaragas^ f or"^ tfia tWiratiity of Callforriid a^ tha CalUoTO^ 
State tJiiirariiiyra^^ the 1977^78 aaadmia year; 

Tha aisrtar- of Corotf^W' College f aculty^ mmbare: with^ vttidtia:; 
salary raagas^ is Wieated in Table 6 (paga 31) . Hia t^la shows , 
for ^Miple, that 2 all faculty tee ai^ad lalMias ^ 

betwaaa $25i00C^d $26,000 to 1977-78;: ^ f - "~ V \ 





"Mean Salaries" and "All Ranks Averages" , are used interchange- 
ably in this report. The difference In terainology la due co 
dlfferBnces In sepiencal salary elassifieatlons. 
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TABLE 5 ' ; - 
D1 s tri button xif Mean Salenri es^ 

- for Faculty 1#'^e 
Cal 1 f orrvl a Cdmmunl ty Cbl 1 egas 

1977^78 



01 

■ > 



$26,000 



$24 jOOO 



$22,000 



« $20,000 



$18,000 



$16,000 



------- — — — • — $25,125 




Univ. of Calif 
Cal. St, Univ. A Col. 
Calif. Conrn. Coneges : 



Contwnity CQlleqe Districts (68) 



ERIC 



Wm-3:-500:-/'V 



frequeificx; 'Distribute 
r; Faculty Salaries in. the 
Cal 1 f omi ai Coirniuntty Col laaei 



2, 500 



2,000 



3 

u 



1 *500 



1,000 



500 



Salary - = l22V*i^^ 
Rar^ge $10^384 - $35,838 



1^ 



a4 



Oh 



0> 



O 



m . 



^ _ 



CD 



03 



I 



rs3 



N3 



fS5 



CM 



IS3 

o 
I 



in 



"1 



IN3 
01 













































<• 
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STATE USIVIRSITY AND COIJffiGE^ - : ^ ^ /.^ - 

-for many ^eari, at Irast sia^ce'tba.p^ of SCll thsV^tegil^l^^ 

cur m has beto Inter m ^^'dariv avarage fifur^ <03f 

aalaries;, paid; to -facility at tha iHtilYar^ty and the ^ |tatE JtetwslRy^ 
This dsslre led to the cp^utitton of . .'ialJr rtoks av«agaa " ^ tot botbi ' 
sapispts^^f ' a vfiomputatlosal device that la produced by miltlplyttg 

' t}ie mrnbar oi*^£lculty^ r certaijS 'salaries by those mXmi.m 

thto dividisg^ by thri mmbeif of faulty* Xa -tha ComuBity 0^1^; 
lagM Chancellor * a Of fjl^a rsporfi^^ the "identical taalmiqua iai-tl?#j 
thus psrsitting aompai^adTis*.:..f0r that ygafr (1977-78) ^he ris^^^^ 
maan lalatiM are a^ f^lGwe*^-^ - '^j:., ' 

. ^ • ■ >; ^- ■ ■ -TABur L l.;^^^^^%;^r \ - ^ 

ALL-RANKS AVERAGES AT THE UNIVERSlTf t3F CALIFdRNIA 
And THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY M C0LLE(3ES^^ 
AND MEAN SALARY IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

. . 1977 --1978 ^ : 



IJttiversity of California ^ / $25,125 
^ , California Stats 'Univeriity and CQllagea $225055 ^ ^ . 

California CoBinmnity Collegaa .$22,413 r 

Whiti^feis tabla clearly shows la that the Commimlt^ Collages hw^ 
now moved into second place in faculty salariea - beh^d the 1Sni^^^ r 
sity, and that tha State University , has ;f^llan to third. In 1977-^78^ 
the Unlvarsity*a avarage salary' was l2,i pwaant highar than t%m 
Cc^imity Gpllagea average and 13.9 .parc8nt higher thM the SMt^ ; 
Univaraity average* The Corawnity Colleges ware 1.6 peraent higher 
than tha State Univarsity, Additionally i and though further tm^tK^lx 
will be requirad to confiCT. thiSj it is probabla^ that the Cowtmlty 
Collagas are gaining relative to both of the othar public sepimt 3- 
The avarage salary incraaaa for the Comwiaity Colleges st^tewida in 
1977-78 waS 6,1 percent, while that for the two four-^yaar se^TOt# 
was 5.0 paraant/ : rurth«i the four«year segBienta racei^ad m [ ^ 
salary increases for the cnrrent year (1978-79) , while a recent _ 
deciaion of the California Suprma Court (Sonoma. County prgto^W 
tion V. County of Sonraa) declared that the Legialatura.aot^d: TOt 
prohibit, the granting of salary increasei by local lis trict&s 
including the CoOTunity Coliegea, Glv^ this, and assmiiig the 
Legisiatitta does not grant ratroactive salary increaaes to ti&.mXty 
in the four--y ear secants, it appears virtu all y certain that t^ie 
relative standing of the Co^mity College ^ ^ill be improved fwfclier* 

3, faculty Salaries Paid, 1977-78 . '^^ S' 



COIJtf GES 1^ OT^a. f \ / ' ; ^/^^ 

^ Additlonil perspict^^a may be gainad by compacljag Calif QTOia\a 
Qamm^ty CoUaiaa: with those li other sMtass a te&teiqur th« has 
hitritef era: f omsd ^ th# ^ prlBa^ 
forala* a four-year publle se^eata. ! 

Ae^ordini tO: the Lagf slat J^e Malyst,'" . ; . a ra^eac stiidy by ftK& 
Ap^fciQto.ABsoeiatida^o l^ivarsity Profasabrs. [AAOT] d^dicmtM ttia^ft 

Jailarias la tha CaliiorolA ' CQnammity CQll^gM 27 paMsat 9hw^__ 
tha.waraga for tw-yeai pufa:ilc iaatitp^ions^^^ tha United Sc$.M^y '-^^ 
Th^ AADP raport cmtaggrizea institutiaaa W fiv-e iiM 
dapeadiag oa the type 61 Jjaatitutlon iwoJ^Wt ; E®r^#^ 

■gory itl^ Is for two-year i^stltut^tta whiefi use a^admic waka^ 
whiXa Category IV la -for^two^year itiatitufeioaa wMieh;'^^ Ustog ; 

tha avaraga salary paid by the Calif omia.;C^mi^ Collegaa ^ ^ ; 
C$22V413) ^omparad, to the aatlomal average for pabliG cofflmimity 
cpil^gas m Category IV ($17^6303;rthe. dalifoxaid Co^^ 
are ahead by 2X,l P«^Mt, aa Indicated, by the Analyst ^s ^epp^t^^^^^ 

Uafortuaataly, this a tatiatic ii somewhat misleading since th^Cail*^ 
fornla Comaunity Gollegea are part of the national ai^srage mated 
above ($17,630) . If their salaries were rafflovad^ ^he- aatioaal AVM-^ 
age would be considerably lowers wlttith that the differ 

be^aea the two would be greater than ; the 27,, 1 perasnt fifure ; 
indicated. ■ .■ ' . "\ . ■' 

One way to confim thls la to use the. AAUP's, rating ay stm for aom- 
p^sation Iwila (Include fringe benefits in this case) 
Category- Winati tut ions* This sy^CTSpecifiea five categories? 
the first repraaents* those Inatltutiona falling to the top 5 pet-^- 
cent la_t he nation; the second, those in the top .20 percent; tht 
third, la the top: 40 percent}^ in the tap 60 percent; 

and the f if.th, all but the lowest 20 perceat. Nationally, forty - 
Category IV institutions are listed la the top 5 parceat in the ' 
aatioa; thirty-nine of those are California Coraaualty Cslleges. 
She only weptlon. is the MerrUl-Ealmer laatltuta ^ Detroit, ^ 
Michigan, which Is not a catimmlty college but. a two-year gr^uat^ , 
Instlcute f or dpctorai: ^Mididatas. (Its plac^at tn Category W ^ 
la the result oi ita h wing a two-year program rather than a tradl^ 
tlonai curriculim.) \ . , 

Even this, however, does not present the coalite picture ^ sljttce a 
great mmy community colleges across the cotmtr^ a^e placed iM 
Category III. While it would be helpful to Include thmi with the . 
Category IV institutioae, this la impossible aince/tha MOT does 
not iiat coiE^eaaation ratinga for institutions ia ^thls category* 



4, ' MP? Bi^letia , "Report on^ the Mnual Survey of faculty Compw 
^^a/a977^78," Sept^ber:19 
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; In an attfla^it ' to^ provlda further elarlty, il^wks dacliea c©^ iq^ar^,,^^^ v 

= ^ . Caiif o^^li wit^ fl^e most populoua^^atatea^^^^ " . / > 

; : ' us)l3igLbpfch.^t€^r7: 1 coripariaon v ; . 

. pitT*^rt^i^^- ^4 'ei XmiTiqt^'f^g ^1 T"^*^^'^'^ ♦'^f^^y^^'^ Jjaacltutibna such M ^ ..^ < 
bible coiifgMi tactoicri^ i^ The \ 4 

2-':^'-;. ^Bm^$M§. -ai^ analysis are sHo^m in Tabl^,8 (pmga 34) ^ ^^^^^^^^ 

, . It sight haya bsM. prefarable to use ofeao. , salaries paid m , 
. tha^ma<iito:^dicated in Tabla 8* but sucH data were not raportad by^ ^ 

tKe AMP* 'The fact. that, the salary for tha California CMmimity 
' Coliegas wap shown .aa 122,413 In/Tab^^ rather thUL 

^ : th^ $23^463 Jlgnr a used to tha diJferaaae V \^ 

■ ; ^ betwaen tha miidia^ and the ma^; and (2) tha fact that tha aawi 

; ialary teta ware darivad from tha avetagea for tha stofcy^elgh ^ . 

Calif orrila diitrict^ rather than the arrerages f or ^a ,ntoaty*f i^a^ 
--^.tL:. - individwl^^^ ag^ repbrtad by tHe^MJP*^ _ 

coasidaring theaa four tables , the imp6rtant% thing is ttot ths data ; 
/ be i^carnally cohsistent- baleen Comninity Collages 

and the institutions with which they are comparad. ^^is consistency / 
h^ji K^^fi tTia^riKRin^ri in hnrh Tmhl ^ 8 and thosa praceding It, 
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TABLE 8 



CONPARlSON OF MEDIAN SALARIES PAID IN THE 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COULEGES AND IN 
THE NEXT MOST POPULdUS STATES 
1 977 - 1 978 



State 


Msdian, 
Salary 


percentage 
Lead by 
California 


Nurnber of 

Institutions , 


Numbtr" of 
Faculty • 








95 


14,374 


He^ York ^ 


13,330 


26.61 . 


41 


4,830 


Illiaols 


13,222 


28.8 


55 


5,191 


Ohio 


17,177 


36.6 


23 


1 ,211 


Psnosylvaala 


16,581 


;41.S 


■ ,21 


1,767 


Texas 


14,929 


' 57.2 


37 


5,543 ' 






Vol. 64, No. 3, 


SeptaoibaE' 1978. 





1/ the MUF did not XBport daca from thm City Uiilyerslty .of New / 
York's (CUOT> aight eoomunity colliges which have tradition^ 
^ ally paid higher salaries Chan the national avetaga.^ Hsx^avM,^ 

^ for cha 1975-^77 yma^^ BmX^tms m^B v&pott^d md ayaragad 

$21^300 for eight collfigts. . ffit mean salary or the "Calif qra^ 
ComamiEy Collagaa 1976^77 was $20,838, Thus, It is certaia 
that CalUorala^s lead av^er New York was somftvhat less than tha 
26,6 peraaat tioctd in tht table. , \ 

i:ha fioal table M tfiS^^ectloti; shows the fottj-ti^o highest paying 
do^anuiiityHollegei^ in the natlDiis the median salaxiea paid to fac- 
ulty, aad tbt awber of faculty at each Instittittlon, for the 1977--78 
f laeal yaar * 



TABLE 9 



COf#!UNITY COLLEGES IN THE UNITED STATES 
PAYING THE HIGHEST FACULTY SAURTESl 
1977 - 1978; • 









1 an 












d lie 


1* 










2« 


Diablo ViXlsy Coilggs 






4^ / 


3. 




n 


-^i i20O 




4, 


L^s AAgelaj H^^bor Csllags . 


fi 


13 1 oOO 


173 




L^a ,isgel#J Plerme Callage 


tf 




302 






-->! 




J 


7 . 




if 


Z3 iJOO 


229 






>! 


Ui4Q0 




■ f - 


Los Afigelei Valley Callegm 


M 


25i AQq 


27 2 




r^rtgdA Co Liege 


ti 


25»30o 


io 


■ 11* 


Emt lam Angeles College 


?i 


ijijoo 


201 , 




Lsa .^g€la3 Trade technical 






25 B 


13. 


Lea Angelas Ci£f College 




UilOO 






Cltma Coliigs 






117 


• 15* 








i 195 




Ofange CoasE Collega 




2A,70O 


326 










143 


IS. 


J^nt^^rey Feni&aula CQilagm 


ti 




107 


15. 


Paaadana Cicy Csilega 


If , 




343 


" 20. 


Chabo£ Qjllagm = _ ' 


M 




250 


IX ^ 


El CmLsq Collage 


11 


2^i10D 




12^ 


Leag laash dry Callage 


* ir 


24tO0Q 


275 


23. 


West Valley Cglltge 




24fO0O 




4& . 


' bl^ssAu Co^sunl&y Cpllega 








25. 


WeatchiSeef Cm^imLtj College 


If . ' 


23*900 


lai 


26* 


SveTg'^ean Valley Collage 




23, BOO ' 


86 


27. 


Stiaaia Collsgs 




23^300 


134 . 


^S* 


Sakersflild College 


li 


23^S0O 


^250 




Heary Ford; Csmmiey Cdllagt 




23^00 


2QS 




^^ashcmnav CoQWalcy College ^ 


If 


23i70O 


119 




^rriEE College ■ 


C^Jar^ 


23,7QQ 


151 


32. 


raft Callega 


ff 


23p70O 


28 


33. 


City Gallegi of San frmo^QO 


f i 


23*SQQ 


AJO 


34. 


SoLlage of cha Slskiyoaa 


" ri 


23*6.00 


46^ 




PaothiH Cplleis 


If 


23,600 


135 


3a* 


ijaca Sazbafa Qtty Colltfs 


fi 


23,600 


154 


37* 


Saasa Hosa Junior College 


rf 


23,500 


182' 


38^ 


iffita Hstil^a CollagQ 


ft 


23,500 


114 


39* 


□laJfay Callega 


»• 


23,500 


199 


40* 


GoidtQ Wtit CoUagQ 


fi 


23*400 


^ 243 


4i. 


Qolligs of cha Daaart 


ft 


23,400 


lOi 


42.. 


^asgofflary College 




23,4flO 


73 



Sout^ai AAUF lulleE^ , Vol* SJ.^^o. 3* Aug^t lf77. 

. As viEh Tabii a / flguras cor the tighC asjOTsieT Mll^iei 

of chi Ci£y Univeroiey of New York aog fipotttd for - ' -^ 

1^7?'-7S, Bowavet, In lf7S-77, 33 CtHfoimia CoTOmiCy 

CeHegaa had higher man laLirits ehaa thti CtJI^ .a^sgas as 

a who la ^ Taken individually Ehi ghtea hi|Ms£ f asking 

soTOioirf .^aoileges la the OTt a^scto w^uld tta^a masked 

l7eh, 24£Bj asd 32nd, * 

Of the' forty- cwo inititutions • listedr thirty-ievaa are In Calif 
inciiidifig the , top .frwanty-thrae,' ^ 
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"Ibft Conmis lion Welshes Co sexes a that this repQtt oti Coommicy * 
CdLiege faeulty. aaiarles is otUy pgillmnary i acd thac Mjox refine^ 
n^tm ^tH have to bs latroduGed befort pxeGiae riCoTOfiMdatione on 
approp^tata salary levaLi f or ■ CQimijalty Col^egt fiwulty cam be 
de^alppfed. .Hiart are several xsasotis for chis /^sMtotit ^ - 

Hi^ daci publiafttd by the AAU? ste not foraiilatad ia # way chat ' 
pewits dlreat dQilar^for--dollar epmpariso^ tiha data publiahad 

by tha Coimuaity Collagei Chaaeellpr*3 bffiae^ WhiLt the Chascell6r-i 
Offlca ttaea ^aighced meaM for eaeh of the diaWietSj in wuch the 
B&mB TOy that. all-Franks avsiages are aompucad iov cha Umiverslcy and 
tbit State Otttversity^ tha Listi omiy madiati salastes for Jjidi-- 

vidiial tsstit^clQos (In both CatagQTiea III aad EV) , . i^tth littla 
^planatioii as to the a^aqt^preeadares .by whieh thosa aaat^^a ware 
derived* Acaordiriglyf it vill ba aacessary to obwtn liifpMatlpm 
diractly f roa m number of ^ommnity colleges in other statag before 
praclaa CQmparisoni, in ^hlch it is possible go hav^a my raal con'- 
fidaacSj can be derived, Thia ^111 involve a pioceia similar, to the 
data colleeclon efforts currently employed for Calif aifnia^ a four- 
year publlQ segmants, 

la addition to thesa diffiatiltiea, the published report from the Chan* 
cellor's Of£laei although It has feaeci estremaly halpful Jii davelopiog 
this report ^ could also be improved* Wiile systewide figtiras are ^ 
publiiHads wq districts raported. naither the nuiriier of faculty em-* 
ployed nor maafi ialaries* . In addition^ maay districts liated salary 
bonuaea for faoulty ^ith Master- i and Doctorate dagrees while pthers 
liated complate ranges for holders of these degree'^. In aomt daseSj 
i^:. was difficult to datermlne if the bonuses wara included in the 
#^ariss listed or should have baen added t siace no clarifying a^'* 

'PlMations were included* Jurchers although sOiss dlscrlota listed 
.a^-4i*mber of dlfferant salary claaslf ications , all faculty ^er a lumped 
into a siagia olassification for rapQrting purpOias.' This made any 

.dstarmination of ranges ifflposaible; Finally^ aevaral districts listed 
tha rmgas In a maaner si^la|. tp that ahomi In Table, 2, but ^failed 
to spiclfy what educational quiiiflcatiQns were nacassary for each 

^range. 

Is spice of chesa deficiencies, .the salary coiBparisofls jaade are still 
tisaiul is describing the general position of the CoTOW«lcy Colleges 
relative to the tJaiversity md the State Unlvaxstty and to the two- 
year tottltutlona in bcher stacas* .The probl^ ta on© of establish* 
ing precision at a level oofflparable co that achieved for the four* " 
year public segaaats. in relation, co chair iroups of ^q^^parison insti- 
tutions* ' ; ^ 




- In cliis pfeliaiaajy' review oi faculty salariss in the Calif ortii^ Com* 
muiiity Collegea, sevepal facts ha^e baen repealed i 

1. For the 1977-78 fiacal yeaT, the ffleaa aalary paid to faaulty 
iSL th.e Calif ornia CCTjMity Colleges ^ceedad^ the me aalary 
paid Co Caculcy ia the Caliiottiia State University and Col- 
Itges by $5583 or l.,6 ptxc^t* / ^ . ' 

' 2, For th^ 1977-78 fiical^year, the mean salary paid to faaulty 
ia..the Utti^ersity of California eaaeeded the mean salary paid 
to faeulcy m th^ Califortiia Coroiuaity College! by $2,7125 or 
12,1 percs^ti 

.3, Given the abieace of a galary^range adjustment for the Uni^ 
VMS icy of Ciltfornia and the California State University 
' Collegte In the 197S-79 ftscal year, and the recent California 
Suprtma Court decisiofi permitting salary increases by local 
encltiM^ inclixding COOTunlty College districts, the gap be- 
tween the CDmuriity Collages and the State University has 
probably widtnad^ while chat wlth^ the University has proba-- 
bly narXDvei, ■ , . - . 

4, Fatulcies id the California CoTOnnity CQlleges have a consider- 
able salaty advantage over other community colleges nation^ 
i/lde. Aceordiiig to the BixlletiA of ^^th^ toeric#n Aasociation 

of Univeriity PTofesaors, the cwenty-three highest-spaying com- 
mtinicy colleges tp. the nation are all in California* 

5, • In comparing the average s alar iea paid to California Conmunity 

College facalty with comumity college faculty in other states, 
California (in I977-7S) led Kew York by 26,6 percent, Illinois 
by^j8,8 percent, Ohio by :3 6,6 pe went, Eennsylvania hy 41*5 
percant / and Te^s By 57*2 percent. Hoi^ever, since the 'MUP 
; 4ata did not include the City University of New York, which has 

eight conmualcy colliges and relatively high salary levels, it 
is probable that California's lead over New York is somewhat 
less than the 26*6 percint reported. 

• ■ .- , ^ J ' ' ■ ' ■■ ' 

.6, WlchJc the CalifoTOta CoTOuntty Goilege system, there are con- 
siderable differences betweea districts in the average faculty 
salaries p#ld. The difference beti^em the five highest paying 
' ; districts md thd Jive" lowest paying districts is 24.;^ ,percMt. 
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ADDENDUM 



other items are new to' the final report on .faculty salariei for 
They arer (1) a report: by the University of CalifoAlm ■ 
on medical faculty salaries, and (2) a digcuisiori of the Legislative. 
Amlyit'S co™en|a on faculty salaries in his Analysis of the Bijtd|tt 
Bill ,- 1979^80 > \ . . \ ' . :] 

Izm 322 of the 1978 Conferenct CoBroictee's Supplemental ^Repoiet .on 
the Budget Bill directed thati ^ ^ ^ ^ '/ ' 

The Uniyeriity of Cal^ 'ornJ.a shali report - tov phe Salifpriftla 

Postsecondary Education :'^--:-iissioTi aimually on (1) its ^full^ 
^ time alinical faculty salarits and those of its aompa3:iSOT ^ 
' . ^ institutiona (inlcuding a description of the type of cpm« , 

pensation plans utiliged' by each UC school and each compare 
, ^ ison institutiori, and (2.) the number of compansatiom plaa = 

exceptions in affect at each UC school.- \ ' ' / 

This report is included as Agpandix G. = , 

Appendix H contains 'Cpmmission staff's analysis of the Le,|ialativa 
Analyse 's comments on faculty salaries* Although the Analyst -a 
discussion is ax trttaely important to the subject of faculty salaries^ 
both it and the sca££ rasponse are of such a technical nature that 
it was decidad to append it. rather than ax tend an already ^ lengthy 
text* \ ' ^ ^ - ' 



' ■ . • . = = , • = 

. ' ■ , • ' , ■ . APPENDICES . ■ . ' ■ 

•V " . FACULTY SALARIES AN0 THE COST. OF FRINGE BENEFITS . 

A. ^ Senate Concurrent Resolucloti No , 51, 1965 Qsneral Session ^ ! 

^ House Resolution No, 250, 1964 Pirst EAtrWrdinary -Session^ 



C -^.Methodoiogy Employed by the California Postsacondary ^Iducatlom 
Coiamission for* Preparation of the Anntaal' Reptsrts on ^University' 
'of . Calif ornia arid Calijornla State Uniyersity and" Colleges 
^ Faculty Salaries 'and Coit of Fringe Benefits ^ . / 

D ^ University of California and Callfornii State University and 
'Colleges Comparison Institutions^ 1966-67* - 1979-80 



E University of California Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits ^ 
1979^80 ^ . > : 



California State UniveTSity and Colleges Salaries and Cost of- 
. Fringe Benefits, 1979-80 



G Report on Medicar School Clinical Compensation Plans i^nd Giinlcal 
Faculty Salaries i University of California and Comparison 
Institutions ■ \- ■. 

H An Analysis of the Report by the legislative Analyst 



I Latter From Vice Preslde^^toelng^rtner to Director Callan- 
J - University of California SuppIeEQentary Information 



K - Calif omia State Univarsity and Colleges Supplemental 
Infonnation 



" ■ APPENDIX. A 
Semata Concurrent Rasolution No. 51, 1965, General Session 
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' Smimtm Conawrrmnt Rmsolution Slj. 1965 Ganejral S&sslon" 
Relmtivm tp Aamdema saiaria^ and welfare bmimfits* 

WHERMS^ Thm Joint Legislative Budget Comittee pursuant to 
Hbuse Resolution No. 250^ 1964 First EKtraordlnary Session^ has had 
prapared aM has adbpped a report of the Legislative Analyst eon'- 
tainlng findings and reoomendatioti^ as to salaries and the general 
eaonomiOvwelf are^ inoluding fringe benefits, of- faculty raembars of 
the ealifornla institutions of higher education; and 

WHEREAS s The study of the Joint Legislative Budgat CoOTittae 
found that the reporting of salartea and fringe benefits as it has ^ 
.bean made previously to tha Leglsl^atura has been frapLentary and 
has lacked necessary . consistency ^ with the result that the Lagis-' 
lature's considaration of tha salary reques.ts of the institutions 
of higher learning has been made uahecessarily difficult i and 

WHEREAS j Tha report raconmends that the Legislature and the 
Governor should rtceiva each Decembiar 1 a report from^tha Coordina- 
ting Council for Higher Education/ plus such supplementary inf.orma-' 
tion as tha tfnlversity of California and the California State 
Colleges daaira to furnish independiantlyt containing comprehenaiva " 
and .consistently reported information as outlined specifically in 
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Cotmittee; and 

WHEREAS, ^a reporting recoTOeti^ad by tha comittee would includ 
essential. data on the siza and cQmppsltion ,of tha faculty, the est at 
lishient of cottprehansive bases Sot comparing and evaluating faculty 
salaries J thp nature and cost of ^^istlng and desired fringe benefit 
the nature and axtent of total compensation to the faculty, apaclal 
/privileges and benefits, ^d a desciciption and measursmant of sup-- 
pl^antary incoma, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties 
and invoiva cost implications to th« state now, therefore i be. it 

' RBkalvmd -by ttim Senate of smn& of 'California ^ thm As^^ 
thereof aancurring^f That the Coordiisating Council for Higher Edpca^ 
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Call-- 
fornia State Colleges, .shall submit amiually to '-the Govarnor: and the 
Legislature not later than Dacei^er 1 a faculty salary and welfare 
benefits report containing the baa ia informatlQn recommended in the 
report of tre Joint Legislativa Budget Comaittse as filad with the 
President of the Senate and tha Speaker .of 'the Ass^bly, under date 
of^- March ;22, 1965. /- ^ ' , ■ 



r 
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. House Risolution No. 250, ■.. . - 

_ Relative to the economljc weTfare of the faculties of "the 
California. Public Institutions of Higher Education 

'MSEEMS/ The Itoster flm tot Pt^lic' Higher Education strongly 
racoTOiatLdea that CTery mttott he made to amsuri that ^the institutions 
o£ higher aducation ia Calif qomia maiataim or jjaprove their position^ 
in tha latiase aompetitlOT tot the highest quality of faculty memberij 
and 

^ mSMM^ The Coordtoatitti Council for Sigher Iducation in its 
anmual report to thm Gov&mt and the Leglslatur a- regarding level of 
SMpport for the California S to. ta Colleges and the Unlversitjr of Call- 
fprtiia recOOTended thac fwds should be provided to permit at least 
an additional 5 percent imtm&m in acad^lc salaries for^the Cali- 
for Ilia State CQlleges and the; University of California; and 

^WMMS^ The Trust of the California State Collagas in theixf 
anaual report to 'the Lm%imimmx% declared that the Calif ornia Stata 
Collages are falling far behind in the face of this competition and 
that by 1964-65 faculty sa^lwlas will be lagging 14 to 18 percent 
behind those of comparable institutions; and 

WHEREAS p Greatly increaslttg enrollments in ihatltutions of. higher 
education in California 'durtog the ne%t decade Vlll cause a draand 
for qualified faculty ma:p^wa which cannot possJl^ly be met unless 
such institutions have a TMmtmmnt climate .which i?ill* compare 
favorably with other coil^s^^v universities, buslnesa inatitutiohs , 
industry, and other lavels govertment; and' 

.ra California has achieved an enyiable momentum In business 

and industrial devaiopment^ a momentim nw threaitened by lagging 
faculty salaries io that failura to maintain adequate ialary scales - 
for facuiffey members in Califotnia institutions of ^higher educatioa 
would, be false economy; aad \ ; ^ ^ ^ 

WaiREASj There have baem Widespread reports from the State ^College 
and.Unlvarsity 'gampi^#s tiia hl|her^ saiarles ^elsewhere are attracting 
some, of the best faculty mTOfa^rs from the California institutions of 
higher aducat ion, and if such acad^ic emigration gains momeritim . 
because of inadequate aalari^a^ the effect will disrupt the educa* 
tional processes^ and resuJ^t to slower economic growth, followed by 
lower tax revenues; apd 

■ .. v^BIAS, The Legislatwi^ ^has a continuing Interest in. the diffi- 
cult and pressing problems faaaS by the .Calif ornia Institutions of 
higher educk^^n in atttactlng and maintaining outstanding faculty 
m^bera in 'a period of itlff cTOpetition and rapid growtl^; and ■ 



MBdlREAS^ The ScateVs lmv«am#ttt ±a suparlbr taachin| talent hks 
been tmiXmmd in Calif arnAa^'i pl^©»OTenal economic growth and has 
- ihotra Calilornia t^payers to b<© th<a wisest of public inveators, ^ •- 
but unless the superiorly in faaulty quality is maintaineds the 
cptiwlbucions by the Calif oralm l^tltutions of higher education to 
th^ aomtiaued economic and cultwtl dfevelopment- of Calif ornia may 
be a^riousXy threatened; now^ the^^gore^ be it 

RESOLTOD- BY THE ASSmmit OF WX STATE OF CALIFOMIA, That the \ 
'^As^embly^^Ccmmittae on Rulei is dlrtMed to^request the Joipit Legis^, 
* l^fci^e Budgiit Conmittee to ^tudf th^ subject of .salaries and the 
' general ecotLomic welfare iwittludtoi fringe benefits, of faculty 
' meJEiahets of the California Smtimtioim of higher education ^ and 
ways and m^ana of improving such salaries and benefits in order 
that such Cfalif ornia institution .o£ higher education ma^be able 
to compete for the talent n^mm^rf' to provide the highest quality 
o£ educatiau, ,apd. to requeat ^uela a^mittee^ to report its findings: 
and r^CDTOTOdations to tha LWgislatwre not^latef' than the fifth 
le|i$lativm day of the 1965 R^|ul« Session, : ' ^ - 
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INTRODUCTION 

Tki purpoae of tlikiit^ npoTt m to neomMmd' sl 
me'thod^iQf f epoftijig to thi Ltfiilatme oh:sal^«, 
femge btntftti and other sptcial economic bestflts for 
■ fttifinltiis oi tie UmTariity ol CalUoroia and tie Cali- / 
foraia State Colltifi. TEii report has bessi pripartd 
by the Jomt LtgislatiTf Budget pommittse m re-i 
sponse to Houie Etiolatios 230 (1964 First E^trior- 
dinary Stiiioa, Appen'd^ 1)^ whieh reiolT^^ ,^ , 
'*Tliat tht itiaambly Commttee oa Rulsi is di-V^ 
reated to reqtjeit the Jomt LepilatiTe Bmdfet Com* 
mttat to atndy the inbject ol salariii tod tha gen- 
erai eooaomie welfa^, isalmdiag fringe binefits, of 
fsetd^ members of the CaUforaia iMtitntioM of 
higher edtidatibn, mdwRfB wd mians of cimprofinf 
s^ich saiari^ and beneflts in order that inch Cadi* 
forma iastitutiom of higher edueatioa may be able 
; to eompate for the talent niotsawy to provide tht^.,.^ 
higher qtiaUty of edncation^ and to T%qamt moh 
Qommittm to, report ita gttjiyg^ and recomm'enda- 
tions to the LefislattLre not later than tte fifth 
legMatiTe day ^i th^ 1963 Regular Se^on. '* 

Staff of ik^ Joint Legidatile Bmdfet Commttee 
^initiated its study by leeking informatioa '^hieh wonld ; 
refleet the magmtudfe o|"CaUfornia'a loag-range. arid 
tomediate problexoa rtfirdisg the need to rsCTnit a^d 
ritain m sd^qaate nnmber oi high qnaU^' fiemlty, 
WMle reTiewiaff paat reports presented to the Leps-' 
la^^e as jiiatifldatioa for aal«y increase reeommea- 
dations by tba Coordinattsg Cotmail for Higher Bdu- 
eatioBL, the UaiTertity of GaJifoniia and" the CaUforma 
Stete Colieg^ it became apparent that the first rtep^ 
in amng to improve fsenl^ salaries and other bene' r 
its is' to fnrniab the Legiilatnrivmth ttompreiAMiT^ 
and cQflaiatent data which identify th% natnre 4kd 
leyel of competiti7e>benefita. The eosta a^ooiated with, 

rgfif^TfiTTiPytdaHfttiK^ ffltPf^ aj^f^flrriiTig tn priorilyi st^onld 

be melnded is proposals by the iigmenta m order to 
aid. the LapalainiFe in determiniag how ^asfctq ap- 
propriate and , the beneflts which an appropriation 
wiU btiy. - ^ ^ 

There has csdited in tbe past a^ diflarenae; betweea 
what the mstitations haTe, reeommended as .the need 
for ^lary Bnd btneit inereaies and what has toaUy 
been appropriatad by the L^islatme. There are two 
prinoipal reasons for this differenee which at &n^ 
may be cloialy related: (1) The Lepslatnre may di$^ 
agree with what m propoitd as to nee^ or (2) there . i ^ 
may not be eaongh fnnda to meet the need b^nse of " 
higher priorities m other areas of the bndget. ■ 

These needs are very eomple^ md, f or esample^ 
inelade rooh f aston as : 

1. DisagTeemint mth conclnsions draTO from data 
snbmitted to jnsrifleation of reeommindations ; 

2, Laek of coafldeaei in the ^^antity, quality, or . 
type of data; = ; ■ "^V 



S.' The failMt of advocate ' to mati powte whieh 
are conciat and cliMly ^^derstaiafia^^ 
^ 4 ^e stLbmissiofi, of conflic^^ data by ligiMatiire 
' staff , or thf Diparbient of Fiaaa^^. 

After carefnl sqnsideration, it wi^ di^^ymat d that 
a spicial report ihomld be made to tht/ Budget Com* 
mittie , containmg reeommendation^ ai to the kifld of 
data the Le^lature should b$ fn^dahed for the pur-' 
poie of considering salary and other beieflt iaqrewes. 

On i.up^t 5, 1964 a letter (Appendte^S) waa ifttt 
from ' the. LefulatiTe iiadyHt to the Coordiaatiag 
Conncil for ffigher Bdneatioa, to Um-ram^ of OaJli- 
fornia, the Calif oraia State CoUeges/ Department ^ 
of BHnMee and, twiom faciJty orfaaiptioas inf pim* ; 
ing them that the Joint Lepslati^e Budpfc Copmittea 
was plMnmg to hold a pmbUo hearing in eonneeiion 
with 250 md ssttag for repli^ to a series of 
qa^ons deigned to father bao^rotmd laionaation 
about salijy and fringe beneto data (Appendix 3, 
Copies of EepUes EeceiTed), The primai^'Ptti^Oie 
the hearmf was to pro^de the UmTersil^j^ of OaUfor^ 
nia, . the CaUforaia State College a»d iaterestad 
groups th# oppoftanHy to mdlaate the on ,y^H{oh" 
salaiT aad feinfe benefits diould be reportajd "i hi 
Leg^latnre, incln^ig the ^Mnd of data to be- com- 
piled and who shomld compile and publiah it (App^?a- 
di^ 4, Copi^' of Prepared T^timony Filed wW^ 
Joint I^e^atiYe Budget Comnuttee ak. tht Oti 
15, 1964 Hearing), The contend of rnoai of the pre- 
pared statemeati dasansied problaa^ attd «a ioma 
instances reebmmendations relatiaf to f auttlt^Sala^rfes 
aafl other beneflts rather than the pri^iwrfy^^^p^ 
of tfae hearing, bat the testimony cUd s#f^e to idlBitijfy 
are^ of concern. The heuing also- a^ta^jli^e^ Ifegis* 
latt7e intierest m thrf subjects of factiity wWWoad and 
soared of Snpplemeiata^ mcome* 
; The rmew of past faculty salatT i^^port^j the re^: 
plii^ to itie LegislatiTO Analyst-i letter ol An^^^t 5, 
1964, thi^^fal and prepared statem ra<^d^|jgLvit the 
Oetober^ 15; '1964 bearing , of the JoijEy^ E/egia^^i 
Budget Committee and othier sburcei^^Ta re^ealfd 
sigi^Gast todiags and pemntted' tihe^4fTelopmintibf 
recommendations aoneermng the vfp^ ot vdiotm^on'- 
and method of pr^Mtatioa that sbo^il b^ .iiaqludied^^; 
in fature facidty' reports prepwed^ for lie 

Lepslatart;- ■ .. , 

^ck^ROUND ;1 

'-. Cuirent procedure for: rrriew of f4e^ty latey 
and other benefit iserease propoak? s^^f with 
-presentation of reeommeadationa by state coUef^ and 
ITsiYersity of CalifprMa rfd^nistrariT^ offlciala to 
their respeetiTe go^e^^g %o^dSj appear pji^rally 
to be adequate, with mi^or reserTatioos. The State; 
College Trustees and the Eegenta df tht Uai^trsity.^ 
of Cal^orma feneraUy formiUate tiato qto propo^yj^ 
in Dicfmber and forward thf ^ to the Stati Dep rtr 



mest ol Pmanct for budf it . coBsiiiMtiQii, Coneto- 
rgatif tie CQorfMalMf^Cou»eU lor Hifhif IdmeaiioB 

^k^iakii a fepoft witii reooBraitndarioM whieiL la 

.^madi arailabli to the Stata DipartiQint o£ FmM^ 
Tit GoTfraor asd the Dipartmiat of FiaasGt con- 
iidtr thtst sali^ mcftiii proposali rslation to the, 
aTailabilitf of funda arid thfir owm aaalyiii of facul^ 
salarT aeeda and deuide how. mueh of aa ihcreasa, if 
an^,/to inolmde m the GoTamor'i Budf at. The Leg is-^ 
latiTe iaalTSt m the Analysis: of the Sudgei BUI pro* 

* Tidei aaalyiia aad retiommeadamo^ as to the G^^tr- 

; nor " 3 budget proposal* 

When appropriate le^lative comttittifs hear the 
Budget requtit for facuitf sala^ mcreasei thef may 
be eonlroQttd with several r^ommendarioas from 
varioui sourees. Their tot reiposaibilitf 13 to con- 
sider the Governor's recommendation in the Budiet 

" BilL^ HoweTer, the Uniremty and the Cidiforaia 

= State Collffes ffaerallp* request the opportdmtj: to. 
preient their- own rfcommendationa^ whiah fr^ueatlf 
differ from the Governor proposid, the Cc^ 

ordinatinf Couae4 Higher, Iduaatioa prtsenta its 
feoommeadatioaa* ."Various faculty or^skationa may 
d^ire to make independent propoaak. The Legiilatnre 
haj been aoOperatiye ia proTidiag ail iaterested parries 
the opporranity to .pr^nt their Tiews^ but these 
preientatioai haTe beta marked by extreme Tariarioni 
ia feaommendationa and in. the data which lupport 

/ the reqMQ. > 

vmO IHOULD PRiPAM FACULTY 
iMARY IMPORT 

Th^re appears to he some diffirenee , of opinion 
conoerniaf the panose of faeul^ ^ary reports and 
ricosmendationB prepared by the Coordinatiag Com- 
ail for Higher Education. The ti ni^eriity of Ca^ornia . 
and the CaUfofsia State CoUeges aoatend thM.t they 
ihottld maJse direct reeommeadaiiona to the GoTemor 
and the Lefislature and that Coordinating Council 
recommendarioas ahould be regard^ as independent 
comments. CoaTefsely, th© pepartment^_ of FinMce 
and the Coordinariag Cooncil for HigKr Educarioa 
belieye that laiafy fiports and recommendations of 
the Coordtoatinf Couaca should be the primly , re- 
po^ submitted to the Deparment of Finaace and the; 
^Ternor to conaider m pi^pariag budget reaommen- 
dations* The Dep^teent of Fmance states that such 
a report should be rfgardid as ylmilar ia status to the 
qtiTT^al salary repon reiatinf to gitU semce salaries; 
prepared by .the State Piriorinel Board for the Got^ 
^mor and the Legislature.. It is our opinion that the 
Legiskrare should speeiic and primary eoriaid- 
erarioa to the .recommendations m the GoTemor'a 
Budget and to the ^"^11^^! fac^ty salaiy report of 
the Coordiaatinf Counci^^for ffifher Educaribn. How- 
ever* any separate recommeadafioni of the Umversity 
of CaUforma aad the Califoima State CoUegw should 
^ b€ eonaidfred. . ' 



WHAT FACULTY SAURY HIPORTS^^^^^ 
; CONTAIN 

\Wi do aot biie^i that reportiaf rsqmred of the 
UniYeriity, the CaUfomia sWtt CoUeg^. md the 
Coordinatiag^ Counoil for Higher Edueation fhquld 
limit the right of these ageades to emphaiize speclflQ 
points in ' supporting their own reconmendatioas. 
Ho waver, the Lepslature should t^e steps to eitab- 
lish a coasistent basis upon which it wiH rtceiTe com- 
prehensiye inforMCioa about faaulty «laries^ other 
benefits, and related suJbjecft firom year to year, iAey 
careful eonsideration of the itatotioal ^d other ^ 
gf oMds presented m suppo^ of s^ary ted other 

" benefit increaie pfopos^ m the paat^ we recdMaeijd 
that basic data be mcluded iri faeirity^ salary reporta 
to tht Legislature ia a aonslstent f oral in the follow* 

' lag ari^: ' , 

Jl; Faculty Data 

B. Salary Data _ ' 

C. Fringe Beneflti . 
: D. Total Compe^ation - . 

B. Special Pri^eg^ and Benefits 
Supplemeatai^^come 

Smce it k necessary for of the e^^ecative and 
legislative branches of gOYeMsent to anal^e recom* 
mendations prior to the commweemeat of a leg^tiTe 
session^ all report ^d recommendations should be 
completed by Dfcembtr 1 of eaeh year/ 

Faculty Data ' ' 

1, Flndlnfs 

a, ^oraatiye data about the. sizi^ compi^irioat 
reteation, Md recruiteiiat of Calif oraia 
State CoUegf faculty has been pr^entad to 
the Le^^tuje from. tuae to time, but usu- 

f Ally it has been so . lelectiYe that it^^ 

' ob J ec rivity and baa Jbeen _ incondatent feom 

^ yea^'to year. 

b, Superior faa^ty performaace h^ not bwa 
demonstrated , a rtiBon tp Jus^y past rt* 
quests for superior salaries. 

2. Secomaendatlons 

The f oUowmg data should be QompUed and pre* 
lented ttriuaUy on. a cQam^ent baa^ Defiai- 
riona of wkit constitute f muI^ are Irft to the 

. \ . discretion bf the CniTersity md the state col- 
leges but should be olea^ly deteed in mj report* 

' . Additional data- may be inaluded is any given 
year to ^phadie special problems, but such 
data should suppl^eat not replace the basic 
informarion recoi^mended below. Graphs should 
' be i^ed when praerical, accompanied by sup* 
portmg ; tables in an appendix Reoonmeaded* 
/facm^ data uadudesi 

. B«6 



a. The nnmbtr o^laenlty, bf rajgA aad m- 
crtsst tif prrdQii fum to rtflect 

^ meamnfW terms, mtiii<toi biat s 

; ' \ to tti perc^taf f ol thi isenlty who hswn 

StadtoWarolty ratios si a means of «pr§^f 
iag performanrt. 
^ i Data Fflatiaf aU sf w Ml^timt faeultj ier* 
; = "^e cmrtst a^dOTi0 y w indflfiisf ^ 

b^ bind, umm of' tspl^moit, rank 

^ ^01^^ also bt not^ Pertsat U^orieal 
^&ttds m tbete data sboUd be awl^ed. W 
do not btUe^e that smbjaetiirt and mooaplete 
data Mtiinatinp f^son§ for Lurnm^ dowtt 
^er^ inch ^ has been prtamted m 
stfT^ any nsefiil pni^osi* 
e. Facnlfy tmmover'ratis compranf ^e anm- 
ber of leparations to total factdtr iceordinf - 
^ to the followinf ^^ested ^tefori^f deatt 

or retiiTOtJit;vto meareh or ^dnatt work, 
mtra-institntipnal traaBf ers, oth^ □oUeft or 
Unii^arsitT^: tiaeiiing, busmisi and gorem- 
mtnt^ othtrr"^" 

3. Conm^te 
He tart thaw reemMflcndations aboTe ^e dt- 
sifsad to rtf eiit fastlty sii^ oompb^tion, rate 
of growth, and workload^^he inalnsion of con- 
ristent data from jisx to y;ear will f^Uitate 
trend analTBik it r^tes to ttie initiations 
^ mTOlTed and* when pcisible, to eompa^^ 
. gtitntions* The psrpoti of inalndinf data on . 

' 'new facnl^ and faeultr tnrnoTer is to proprtde 
a qnantitatiTi bait lor diseoiiioni of problems 
reiatmf to f ae^ty rearaitinent and^feteation. It 
maj also be benrfcial to mcludi sbtot basic 
statistic^ abont the available rupplf of faenlty 
to set what propoi^on of the iMrketj netr PM^ 
for e»mplej Calif oraia inftitrations hirt ayery 
Tiar, 

i. Salary Dota 
1. Pindisp 

: a. Th% UniTerm^ for geTa!ral years . has ex- 
ehflnged lalary ^ta to pro^de a oonMst^t 
eompMisos with a special p^onp of five 
jnant^* nmTeriities. as well as ^th a CTonp 
of ainf ptiblic mniTersitles, Conversely, the 
Camomia State CoUiges have not yet est^b- 
iiahed a list of comparable institutions which 
is acoepMble to them. ; a " - 

b, .B0th the TCnmrsity of Calif orniai^d., th^ 
. ' Coot^lnatiag Comndl for Higher Edncatipn 

maintain that plary comparisons; to appro- 

. - -r' ■ ■ " ■ ■ • B-7 
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priate. institntions is "ttit ^mt mfle m^^^ 
of ditOTaiaiag laiiiT nti^ v « - ' 

a. Tie '^T^fsity of Gdlforatt plae^^l^i^af- 
nlfieaaei on sd^; eomp^taens witib- n^^^^ ^ 
ai^domc ^ployment thM 'tiie Ooordu^Latmf = 
Comoil m Eifhir Mdneatioa md the CaU- 
forma Stete CoUefai. ; ■: ' = : ; . 

^ Salai7 mereasts ha^e bten propo^^^ ; 
bads of dUEerentials between totiJ ^compfflaa- 

' tion (s^arl^ pins b?n^^) m eom- 

parahlf inititntions. * " y 

#. Both the "DniTerffif and the C^ornia Sttte; ^ - 
OcOlaf^ ha^i t^d^ to relato the ^ of 

' ^ propiid sala^ meiws to hew an 

inoi^ii wonld bt n^^^^ J^ rit«n to a 
gpeeiflc aompetitiTe portion *hi^ rtrted to 
195T-6S mA whi& was nnnsnaUj' adtan- 
taffora,: . / 

1 S^aiT aompMisom haye frtqn^tij been 
[ made to Tafiom Irreli of t^hteg isctading 
dtmwt^i hifh sdiool, anid Jnwor coUeft 

^ siJari^, ' .- - .. 

g. Mel4^ of sala^ eomparisons with odiv 

institntions haTe varied from year to ye^ iii 
: "reports prepared by the state ooUeg^: ; 

2, Beeortmendationi ' 

a. We rtcbrnmeid that proposed faGn% saiai ^ ; 
merea» distinfniih between : (1) inareM^^ 
neo^a^ to Tnfli?i»^^^ the t^inT^t eompeti- 
tive positira and <2)^jncreas^'to improv^; 
^% enrrent cOTQpftitiTe positiosu 

(1) Propped iaer^ii to^mtotain the edrt- . 
i ■■ lE^ eompjetitive podtion shonld be eqniy^ 
to^a projtetion of the a^awfe . 
iiJi^^ relation^P between th^^ 
si'ftr, or state eoUefei* and comparabk . \ 
institutions dnring the cnmnt flses) 
year to the n^ fiseal year. We reobm* 
iQKQd ^ati this pi^jection be ba^d jjB a 
prpjeation of adttiai jm^!^ i^i^ 
rank in eompmble ij^ttLtions 'dhrisr 
' the p^ five yean, permitmig statistieal, 

adjn^nenti for tinnsoal drcnmatmc^* 
'^ns "ffie proposed increase to maintaii^ 
^ , the m^^t eompetitiTe position woulr 

in effect, be eqni to the average of an- 
' wi$l sata^ increases iM comparable 
insti^ibnl^dtWng past fire ytars, A 
record of tte aecnracy of projections 
shotJd be mamtained in an appfndis, = 
' (2) Redommandations to improve tiia cnr- 
: rent competitive portions ihould 'be re- 
lated to the additionai advtotaf ti to be 
* dirived. ^ . ■ : 

b. It is also rejgommended "toat the CaHfoimia 
■' State Collefe Trnitees selict a Ust of coij. 



pafibU iMtitatiosi.iritim thi aert yi^ aad 
that api€miate bi acgotmted to «ahijaffi 
s^aiy da^ ia a form whleH wiU fadlitats 
eompariiOEa, Uit oi thf orittria aitd to 
ifliot ebmpa^ablf laititatidni, plus ebsrao- 
tifis^cs o£ iiVLp^^tioai sel^Eid, ^ottld, 
beiaelmdid.^ ai^' fear's feport . r 
Spteific proflbials for sdi^ mejiasti fboald 
be aooompaiifd hf apmpaxiioni of oarieat : . 
salary amoTO^ aad biitorie teeafls to abs- 
.p^bls^ mitittitiols. Tbi^ followiaf feaefal 
proicipies art ooaiidgf id to bt import^t : 

(1) Salary data sbonld bevsiparattd f^m 
frMgf beaaflt aad ipadal baaiflt: dats 

? fo? p^fpos^ of rtportiaf ^aiy aom- 
partaona* 

(2) A ooaaiitiat form ihaald b« natd from 
y'iaj' to jtw to preiaafc ialaff data, A 

= ; iUfgfitad ioTO m^ht b© to lUastrata a 
flvf-Tfar bistdrie tread m iTermge sal- ; 
ari^ hy o^iaf a liaa graph for taeh 

^ ' raak. An altirnatiTe might ba a table 
whioh dsipb^ ihowi whart CaUfofma 
raakri amoaf Qomparable iaatitutioas 
, dariag the paat flTt 7 

The owf tat salaiT pc^tioa might b^t 
b€ Castrated by showing' a Uat of aTtr- 
aft salari^ pf the CaMoraia matitamoai^ 
and the other comparable iaati^tloM 
from the hifh^ to the low^t aTerage, 

^ by rtu^ for the Uat actoal aad sarreat; 
yeari/ Thia trill show the relatim posi* : 
doa of the CaUiornia iaatitatipa for the 
last aetaai aad oarreat yearSj as weU aa 
ths raagi of av^erages. Frfqaiacf distri- 
batioaa. of facal^ by rank or profesaor 
ihoaid be incorporate in an appeadii 
. md aay ilgnifl^aflit limitatioaa ia. the 
ase of aTarages between th^ partiemar 
mjlatatioQa 'm a^^^pro-ea ye^ ■ sho^d be 
noted. For example,, as na^nal proper- 
: tion of facalty in the high raata or the 
low rmM wonld affeci the comparability 
of the arith^etie meaM. 

(3> Speelal data to Ulasteate.^a partg^ar 
problem in mf gfren year wonld be 
^ appropriate as loay as it sapplemento, 
rather thm replaart? bade salaiy data, 

; Fmallyi it is rfeonmejaded that data 
be r^orted la a form by rani whieh oompea- 
latas for diflirenGes m fac^ty dktribaaoai* 

ladings ' . ♦ ^ - 

Thi^ deflnitioa of f^f e bemeflts generally 
ineladfi benefit, available to aU faeal^ that , 
haTi a doU^ qoft to the emplpyer. Beaefl^ 



and sirHets ia' Mad an eoaddirtd tb be 
fmge beaaits only if a eaah paymint option 
is aTailablt. Eetiremeat aad 'hialth inrar- 
aaee, by detoitioa, \are the ealy two pro- 
grams eoMidered as feinge beneita by the' 
UnlTersity of CaUf oma Md the^C^ofma 
State CoUeg^. ' ■ ^ V 

b. CompariioiM of frmge beaeflts, when" com- 
.. parisona haTi been made at al]^ ha^e geaer- 
■ aUy beea Umited to the doll^ coa|^battoa 
by tie' employer mi aot iaciadid My 
analyBis of the qaaUty of the benefits to the 
'implofee, . - ■ 

i Beeommeadatioas w ^ ^ 

a/ It U reoommend^ that Magi benefit cam- 

. ■ parisoas of type of benefit be iaqladri^n 
fasalty ialary riportof but compared aepa- 
rately torn salari^. Saoh aomparisons shoa^^ 
'mclade an aaalyiis oi the; qaaUty (of ■ the 
beatflts m well as the doUar coit ■to.tht; 

; , tmployer* - . . 

b. Proposals to merease spedflc frmg e benefits" : 
shoaid be mde iepoately from salarieSt ia- 
cladiag separate, cost eitoiat^i 

, 3, Commente 

Sepwtte proposals for inereaa^ ia salaries and' 
^ fringe baaeflts sho^d be madf to miatoi^i mis* 
onderstanding aboat compe^Te positioas. For 
cMmple, iaforaatioa sabmLtted to the 1963 
te^latMe by tha Ual^riity of CalUoima, ia 
sapport of a propbs«i eatoy iaor e^e for 1963- 
64, compart total compe^atioa data ( sali^^ 
plvtB fringe baaeflta) rather th^ salaries aloaa^ 
TWi report stated in parti **In comparing rtl- 
^mga benefits mast be taken into ae- 
eorat. Saliy eomparisons between tie/0'niYer* 
sity Md other mititatioas basad oa salary; aid w 
look far tiriVe faTorable thM compambns af 
\ lalaries plus bsn$fits\'* Vhe least favorable com- 
piriaon was with teage beaefits, not siUries, 
th^ the report recoBaseadid a ^l^y ia^ease 
largely on the basii; of a differiaae in firisfe 
beaeflte, iitiioagh it is felt that comprasona of . 
total compeMatloa appropriate inelasioas ta 
a fecalty salaiy report, saoht data ahoald oaly 
be tn ad^tioa to rather "thM m plaqe of Sipa- 
rate aaalji^ W the cawtnt eompetltrre podtioa 
in salariw and frtoge beaeflte. . ; 

Total CaiTtpaniartQfi . ■ ^ ■ ^ S ^ ' 

1. Findlnp : \ 

a* Total sompensatioa data consists of aTerage^ 
salaries plus' a dpUar imotmt repreieating * 
the employer's cost of fringt bsaeflta, . 
b. The Coordinatmg Coaaeil for ; Higher Eda- 
catioa, the/CaiTirsity of Calif oraia md^thf 
C^oraia Stata Colleges ha^e in tha past aU 
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ustd total ddmp€flpatios ^datii^rtpaFid aad 
f acidtf laU^ fipoi^ ' 



fteommifld that tot^ Qomptflsation data, 
rfporttd by tMi American A^oaiatioa of Uni- 
TifiitT Pfofmora^ ba mclTadtd m faanlty satoy 
?iports as a .^ppiwtflt to separate 1^17 md 
;4 i^ige besrft iif oraation. . 

. ,1. ipt^l Friylltf » wd i«n^i 

' t Piadmp ; V ^ 
. art other Uaidty ptvwH^m and waomie 

^ b^afits wbiah art mot eUMfiri aa ftbi^ bat- 
fits bicaast 'ttiiy nay ^ot be aTa^blt to all 
facnlty or at the d^itioB ol a ^tage btaait 
in some other mpeit E^ampl^ ^ the ^m'w* 
rity of C^fofsia ijaalndt np t© one^hali tht 
cost of movinf txptaits, Taeations for U-month^ 
appoiitets, the waivisf of nonmident tuitotf 
for fstnlQ^ ehiltoer^-sabbatiaa^-l€ayei pay^. 
and other ipecial and sit fc leaves wi^ or with- 
0^ pay. ' . 

* 2. Etedmmeadatioss 

It is rttommeadtd that a list of sptcial prirt- 
^ legts^d Stoefits bt defined and sflimaries of 
ftUttd poUcW be mdnded in a apioW^s 
in fatire fatnlty; sal«y reports so ttat At 
Legislatnrt will bt awart of what th^ priTi- 
Itf^ tt^^neits mdnde. 

S* Conmitnts * 
The t^ansioa or ^tabUshs^t of some of tib^ 
special priTUtffs and bentfts eo^d imprpTe 

' reciTUtlnf sneceis more thw tht ttptoditnre. of 
comparable amocmts in salaries* For exaaplt, 
mo^nf e35>tns^ art not cMrtndy oflir^ by 
. the state colltfis but somt aUowwee mif ht . 
make thj diSeresct of whtthar a yotmg cwidi- 
^ date feom thfe East conld aoctpt an appomt- 

. . meat. Jf tlus type of bentflt is propoied, it mnst 
incittde adequate contrOj^. 

. ' \ ' ^ \, 

% Pindiags ' . >^^- 

a. The mnltiple loyaiti^ created by piimtjinf 
facmlty to snppltmtnt ^eir salMi^ iby eaiir^ 
* ing ^tra inaome froii' Taijomi sources withm 
and ontside hi$ coUe^ or^tTniverslty is rtc-. . 
o^^id as A pr^blim common to imtitntions 
of Mg hf r tdticationi ttrong hout the TJnitid 
Stat^, , / ■' ' / " '"""^ " 

• ^ J., ^I^tre apparently are proportidnatalT mtore 

'pri^mte posseting opportn^ti« in Califor-, 



nia t^^r is '^Aif artM of the n^om Pof 
titople, II ptrttnt 61 fti fed^ 
deftese contraeti wert eonc^^tad' tti GaU- 
foraia dttring 1963*64- ; . ; - 

Ite UniYemty of C^braia has ftne ml pol^ 
ici^ dedgned to insnre that omtsidt aoti^ti^ 
do not inttrftrt witti pm^BTuW rtsponiibili- , 
ties. If onmdt aotiTiti^ int^tre with tjm^; 
Ttrsity rtiponiibilititsrt^^ facmlty member 
geneiidly mmt ukB a leaT^ of a^aet mth* 
ont pay nntil smch omtiride acttriti^ ^ com* 
pletti Thtit ^d o^tr iSB&tW ^mrtiri 
poUci^ WW pr^td is a 1&56 COTii^t- 
toaactd wmdj tititd Vmvmmty F&eulty 
Compmiat^ Pot^M and Pr^eKcsj, 
d. The Coordiaatinf Cam^ Higher Idn- 
^iion ^bmift^ exatrpts nationwide 
s^dim rtlatiiif to the mapdtnde of otLtsida 
aetiTiti» Wt haTt no imf of dt^rrtiming 
how ^t data may rdate to CaUf or^l, but if 
' tht figu^ art reaion^ier tbtn it appears 
^t probably a ki^ p^t^tagt of fao^T\ 
haTt at least one so vet of ^ra ii^oiL 
Sourcei of income wtrt riporttd art f oUowi i 



GiBifsl writins 



Psr^mt of fscuU]- 
e&fning additian^ 







^ IS 
„ 16 

D 



Qf mineii Frw» Urbaaa, liii. ' j 

e. The ^Qutftd State Oflae of Edmcatioii Im^ 
just eompltted a nationwide sample surrey 
of outaidt tarainti of ooUegt faculty for 
' ' 1161-62. Although daiip has^ not been pub- 
lishtd yet* sptcial pe^issibn has bttn^ re- 
ctiVtd to report tht f ^Uowmg resulte which 
art quotM .^m a letter seat to the Legir 
•'latiw Analyst on December |, |S64 from tj 
staff of ^t Cal^oraia Stett CoU^e Trustees : 

dUTilOi URHINOi QP fiACHiNa«|AaJLTT ON 
ACABIMiC YIAS CONTRACTi (f-10 MONTHf) 

The U: S. Office of Education has just eompletfd a 
natioBwadf surrey of outside tirninp by>a/saMpIin1r 
of - all'so^^i faculty nationwidfc for 1&61-62- The rf- 
sulti awf^ foUSws: . : ■ , ^ 



EKLC 



B-9 




P&rtcfU emrnmgt 
IMO 

-mo 

200 
1.400 



All with omtaidf tammii^^ 
iumjf mebiss 
Oc^er ^aai? iZBpiojmtst 

Other pfditmionml ^Mmm^^^^ 
KoB-profiflitoiial wa^^ L= 

The Uigheit ^irsfs taramfi bj^^/t^chi^g field aad 
tha perotatagf with oumidi iaraiafs an : 



3.400 
1,S00 
3«300 
1*700 



LpAw (whish wt da dgc havt)^^ 



Basis M aad C^mstret:,^, 



i3' 



$5J0b; 

2JXKJ 
2.700 



Id Ught of diaiffdmt Comaittae diiECMdo^^^^ 

bt inler^ted yi tie foHowittf : ! . 

rise i^tl 74 1.000 

Fha^psj -^.i:. y " / • -^,=-^^-.^^^»^^^^;74- ' ■ ■ 
Eelipom tad; 1*500 

a. '^^i^fiioted that; the Coordinatmg; Coim^' 
cU.foi^ightr Bdneatidn, the Um^tmtr oi^ 
^ ^ CaUiatma and the CalUornia State' CoUegw 
cooperate m dtterimmEj the ei^snt to whieh 
. \ ' faealty mt mberi paraeipate in Bmm. acri'H- ' 
% um to snppliment their nise^mosth salaries 
' ' , induing informatipn as to when eMa ac-^ 
tivitiei are usuallj performed (suc^'^vaea- 
tiona, ete/l . Sueli aenviti^ wotili^' melude, 
but Dot ha limited to, leetariiif, general writ- 
ing, smnmfr and extansion teaching/ govern- 
ment ooiisulting. textbook writings priTate 
eoniiiitlng, pubiie serrice .and foundation 
consttiting. and otfi^ professional adtimiei. 
\ If such a smdy -sngAsts ^at the- magnitude 
vof these aetiTitiei is such that the .perfoi^- 
ande of 'normal UmyemQ" and state coUege 
' responsibiliti^ are perhaps being adve^lr^ ^ 

atf eet^d," then eoniideration shonld be giTen 



to the pd^bilirT of maintaining motf com- 
y piite and me^in^I recordi. Sue!^^|ordi 
wpuld^ aid admmirtmtiTe offloiali XdS- 
1 '4eoiib senates when reTieT^f reeomatada* 
/ tions for promotions ^d saJi^p' increasi^ 
and provide smnman* data for reporting to 
' '= the Legislatnre on the^e siSnifieant factdtr 
welfare items. Ne^ rear's facnltT ^iazT^'re- 
port o£ the Coordinatini^ Council for Higher 
Education' should incoip^orate the r^uits ,of 
this stadj". .. .V" J; /" 

b. We a^ recommend that e^^trng state col- 
lege poUeies and enforcemtnt prsetieei re-v 
garding extra emplo^ent be reTiewed and?);^ 
updatei ; . ^ i 

c. TinaUT, it U r^omaended that faenlt7 b^- * 
arjr raports keep the Legiilature mformed 
a^ut poUeiti and practices relatmf ttf eroa 
employment. > ' 

I Comments . \ 

In our opinion, it would seem that an^ extra 
emplormfnt would affect ^e quSiUty of per- 

' fornianye oJ Unireriity r^ponsibilitfei^ lince 
fauulty surreys indioate' that th# aTera^' fae- * 
ulty workweek is 54* hours. The'time aptoi "on 
acrividii for e^ra cospensatipn (except dur- 
ing the summer) would be on top Of what tha 
f acultr h^ defined as their average workweek 
Because," in some instancei^ it is difficult to de- 
iiermine whether a giTen iiicome-producinjg ac- 
tiriti^j. sucto as writing a book, is con^dered'^a 
normal Universitv r^dnsibility of an e^a . 
auri%itT, distinctions bitween normal and ei&a 
aflti%4ties need to be ^sore clearlr defined. / 

JIuch of the outside compensation receiyed 
by faciiln* comes in the iom:o£ grants Aadr" ; 
directlT to the fao^ty member rather than^.' 
through the UpiTersitr or colleges. There is no 
regular reporting of vthise grants or th^^r- 
sonal oompensation ^rhieh the^ proTide to i^e-' 
ulftff . arid the colleges and UniTersitr dg not ■= 
consider the repbrting of such inco^/to be 
fe^ible. It may be durable to eucourage the 
Congre^ to ^rect ^ that ^eater numtfer of 
grants made by United States agencies for ri- 
search be made directly to aeademie institu- 

'tions, . : . 




, Methodology- EiTiRloyed by the Callfprnna Postsecondary 
• ...^Education Cflnmisslon for, Preparation 0^^ 
, .''I- : 'Reports on, University of California and California 
: ''- ,v :-.:n state University and Colleges Faculty Salaries and 
' . Cost of Fringe Benefits " 




' Cal 1 f ornli . Poitsecondary ^ 
- 'Education Commission 

. June -la^' mT . ' : 



■ Concerhfng the Methbdology Employed for the 
Cal i f orm'a Postsecohdany Educatl on Comml ssion 
Annual Reports on 

Faculty ;Sa:l.ar1er .and F^^^^ 



•J . < > ;■■ 



m 



HESOLVID, 



Tha Uaivariity of Calif arnj^ And: the^Califd 
Univarsity and Collages have^v^irpteesad resa^ with 
the methodolQ^ usad for thV Califorala, 
'Mucat^on Gpftti^a'ipn' i racaak *repQ^s en faeulty . iala*- 
ria^ tad f^l^ga 'b^aiitSi ^artifiularly with ref^#et to 
the 0anifutatiQms for frto ltd ^ ^ \ 

CoOTiissiorf staff; eosvanad. .a^tecimlaal adTfspry aoTOii|taa : 

coasistiag of raptesamtactorts rbf iepnamts 5 ■ tha Dsf 

partmant of Finwcas, and tha Offica of the Lafialativa 

toilyst to adviaa on posslbia ravisio^a of the a%±gt lag ; 

^mathodology,: and / ^ \ : v ^ 

■ " ■ ' - ■ ' - . . s^^- ' 

The /^n fflffn' p^^ti - mWf nn ^ five ocMaldns Co thoroughly rayiw 

and discuss ' the mathod^logy far tha raports on faculty 

smlarlas ^and frlage 'benaf its, not onlyj wlth^ raspeict to 

the computationa for friag^ henef Its, .hut also regarding 

all other aspects of the methodology ^ and 

Based on the advice of the ^cOTaittea , a. revia meth'* 
odology has baan developed by toOTiasiom. staff j m 
therafDr^,s. he it ^ ; •;-;=:;:V^ V 

/niat vtha" Calif ornla Postseconda^ Iducatlon Cotmisslon 
adopff the attached docuaent aatitled^ Revised Methodology 
far the Preparation of the Annual Report on Univarsity of 
Calif arnla md Calif ornia State Pnivarsity and Colleges 
f acul ty • Salar las and Fringa Benefits 1978-79 , which by 
rafarancf becomes ;t of this raiolutioot and be it 

fufthar^ . - - ■ ■ "-V -.: -^ .^ 

..That fcopiasof this resolution be transmit ted to the 
'GaVeynor^ the Legislature > the Department of finance * the 
Off ice ^af the Legislative Analyst, the Regents of the 
University of California and the Trustees of the Cali- 
fornia State University and Callegas, 



/ ' ! ■ ' ■ ' - . : . 'Education GoniQissiQri, 

RtViSlDrMETHODOLOQY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE' ANNUAL REPORT?' ON 
UN'IVERS m OF CALlFORWlA-ANtf CALI FORNIA STATI , UNIVERSITY,; AND COLLMES 
FACULTY SALARIES AN6 FRINGE i&pl^ITIS, T 978^^^^^^^ - 



INTRODUCTION :^ " ^: ^ ' ;' , : ' - ' : ^ . . 

TOthodology CO be amployad for Che 1978^^7^ report; -conCaina a • . 
n^bet: -of subaCM modlflcacloBs from thi^- adopced^'br Che Comnia- ■ 
^ip^lid'3epti^9kt^-197fi ^d used for ^he toaual reports for 1973-76V 
' fa76-77, and 1977-78, - ^ ^' ' = .. 

" ■ ... ^ ...... " \ ; - ' ■■■v\ . 

In . develop Ing thii .new methodology, both' the. Unlveraicy of 'Calif qnaia, 
aod -the Califdrnia S^Ce University and ; Colleies; eonferr^j xrtth:;.a ; ,;• 
nufflbe^ o£ groups and individuals, Including repres.eatatt^|s' of fac- • 
ulriy orginlzacioaa . Subsiquently, each segmenc submicced prppoaals ;- 
.fo^. chaigea in th^; exisciig. methodology prbposala w^e then . . 
considered by a tecbiiical advisory conmlttee : established by the .lyJ, 
i-'coiffliission cons la ting not only of - Comlsaion acaff . and segmentaa :i 
■ repreaeatdtivea, butt also of ^^^^^r^ of Che Departient of ,' 

finance 'aid the' Offi'd^ o'f the Legislmttive-ii^alygt,^^ ■ . : ... 

'la Che paat year, one aspect of , theT'Si^ual report om faculty aalar'iea 
and fririge benefits was heavily 'crltti^izftd I namely; the treatment of 
the comparlion o£ f ringa.bWef its . '^Thir-criclct^^^ ceatered on two. 
major points .The first related, to the recent practice of treaciag 
the cost of fringe benefits and the, salary ad josCmenCs requlrad Co . 
achieve parity as additive to produce a figure for "Total Equivaient 
Compenaation" ' (TIC) . This practice will be discontinued in aubse- 
quent years. ■ The second drltlcism ateOTed from the fact that the. 
compariaon method was limited to Che empl^er cost of benefits (ex- 
pressed as a percentage o£ payroll). Sia^' there is, at besC, only 
an indirect rilatl<3nship becweea'^he value of fringe 'benefits to the 
employee and the cost of ,:ttho-8'fe benefitr. Co. the employer, Che uae of^_ 
friage benefitt comparisons with other 'iastftiitiona can often be seri-- 
ously misleading. . i'^- , '' s^'^', .'/^Ir' , . 

Although the basic difficulties with fringif^binef it, comparisons were 
noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year-, it ia proposed thatt 

>a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for the 
1978-79 report. Cleariy. a beaefit package of given cost may be very 
different. from another benefit packaie of the same coat when the two 
are defined and administered differently. By way' of iiluatration, 

' if the employer adda to a pension fund to improve its actuarial in- 
tegrity, if increases the cost of the benefit package but doea dot 
reauit in any new or additional benefita. . 

The Comlssioa will continue to show the results o£ the comparison 
. survey regarding - the cost of fria|e benefits but will display it 
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stpMataly from the salary \data and will ineluda a^sufficiently de^ 
tai^d e^lanatlon of the issuea id as to avoid. mlSiaderitfAndiag or^ 
^appraprlata use of th4 -Slguras. ' v=^> 

Thp aaaond tnajor chamgt Jls the ^iminatioti' of the "Cost o£- Living 
; Mflustoant /for, Salarlae.'^ For the past three yeara^ an adjuatment 

has hasn made in the projsetad salarita of the aomp4riaom^ inatitu^ 
vtio^^ to aeagtmt for chMgM in the rate of iaflatldn, 'T^As ^adjust- 
' mai^t has beanKwidely fflismnder stood V It o^s not an .^pcalator clauia 

o| ;th^ kind ^equently fdi»dr collee^ive bargait^ng agraepantsi it 
an in^ex gnlyjdf charijes itf the ^a^.ef ^.^f laCiQn ^and not^^a "iS^a-. 
-■tf^e ofv iaf lit ipn Itself , ^ '■ y ' .\ /: 

Ths other changas ara essentially, ttchnteal^ nature ^ To d'at^j all 
raiks average salary^'amd fringe Benefit projectaons have b€en made 
: on :the basis ql pr^ year , (for the; preliminary ; raport) and Current 
^yfeii i(5Epr : th^^^ report) jegaentai- staffing paltems * . Since thes 

alatiaiti . eci^^riSatiipii ate iffiplemectt^ In. tha bwdgfet year, it is 
desirable to irtatilish k staffing patt^ri;Jqr' that, 
he dona ^y th|^Ulllyerslty of Califdrnia" for tha 1978-79 rfep 
by the ^akfqpi^^^tate Uoiversity^ and Cte^lleges beginnlEf^ <±n/1979-aO 

^' -'y::^^^^^^^^^^ : ) ■ ■ 

.^iiaA^^^iaj. ^anga:>^ll :a£f#et. only the; vcomputj^i^n- 
ii^fc^^fehfe^ Calif brnia State 'IMivar si ty ^^a;^'Colle|^^^^ syst^ pre-- 

■vioualy.b^sed 4 ts fringe benef it -projeq ph the aaatnaptioh that 

tto ,aal^ily :*inGre^^ would ■ba ^ gtan increase in salary 

automatiMliy increafas'^^ppilcable £rlnge Banafits, a d^grae^^ of dis- 
tortion occurs^ The^^ Uniyeraity . of Calif oflaia usee^^a syatam |^hereby 
"a saiary inerw^ae is aomputad.firits the automatic" incifaa€a ?.n 
fringe^ benefits rasultlng Jfrbm that incraase accountad^^rs and the 
fringe benefits calculate4 ifiter this accbuntlng* TS&i^Comiisaiott, 
baliev^^ the latter approach to he more . reasonable and has the re- 

V 

' Ttie. proceduTES to be aoployed for Che: l'9 7,8-79 budgeC year and in ' 
■subsequent years "are as' follows s ' ■ % 

A.' NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS . . ; " • 

Two reports .will be prepared each year. The first report, based on 
preUminary daca, will be' submit ted Co the Department of Finance in 
November. The final. report, based bo Che most currenc data, will be 
'subaitced to ;the Lesislative BudgeC ConmltCee in April. In order^ to 
. oeet theie submlsslan dates, the Uniyersity of California and the: 
Calif drnia State University and Co'lle|es will forwkrd data on com- 
parison instltutioiis and s.egmentaa faculty salaries to C^OTlssion 



fori "adopted it f,or both , segmen.ts , 
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staff 'by fflii^Octeber for the priliMaary'^r^port; aa^'i ' FebTOary 

jbrthaomiag ysM f or sslttlaa^d costs of fi^g^ beaeflti for'fftilp^- 
y^Mi^,<Qt CAlii Stata Uti%«sit7. and Coll^|es ■ 

>fke^lJt£^f acj^eva aotf i^ata^ ^icy with .such "i^a- 

riaiiind eoicii of : frisia^'.b€ae|its.pr^^^ f ai^tyjia ajgproprlata ^ 
compaLriaQtt Institutions,/ A saparata liit.of e^arisoVtostituti^^^^ 
ba usad by each of l^a flalif ^f^^S^?^^^- 
The raport will saparata paicuiati^s and ^splays Sf'daca ralatad 
to parc^ataga IncraaaM raquirad far parity' la S^mrlae from thosa y 
rsiated to frljiia/beneflt -costs, ^ , . ■ "S^' V^^-^ 

Xoiaparlsoa iastltutidmi for 1^ Unlva^slty of C^lSihtniB, '^ij.^ oa * 

' ^ Coraall Uni varsity . - ./ \ - " " 

/ . , . Harvard University . " . , ^ V 

'^'^/ -^^ St aaford Ui^v ^\ '...^ 1^^^- % " ^ -i:;""^- V \ 

/ / . Stata Ualvarsity;of Ne^-\lork ■ at /Buf V ' U' V;'^ " 

: " . ; ' ; Ualvarslty of liilaois , . ^ .^^ 

\r University of Mlchlgto at^^aa Arbor> ' ' ^ 

^ ^Univeriifey ofl Wisconsla at Madison - -'j^^ 

/ ■ , Tala'ttmlversity , / . iv/.^:-"' ■ / . ^■^^ ; , 

Caparison iascitutlOELS for the^^Califormia State Uaivarsi^ and Col^ 
lages will baj ' . /v ■ [ " ^ . / ^ 



last 



' State University of Niw York at Albany - -^^ 
^^Stata^aivarslty of. Nav York Collages at Buff alo 

SyratftiSa University . 
.Vir^ifllE Poiycechaic'Iastituta and Stata University^ 



U^varsity' oi Southarn California 
Unlvarsity of^ l^waii 
Univargity of Nivada ^ 
University of Oragoa 
fortland Stata University 



1. If any iastltutipn is omittad for any' reason, a replacement yill: 
be salactad basad.upom the establishea criteria by Cormisaioa^^ 
staff ^in mutiial^: consultation 'i^th the secants, tha Dapartment\of 
Flaaace , md the Legislativa Analyst * Iha 'Attaahmant indicates . 
^the criteria for selection of the comparison institutions . 



; Othar 

- ' : Uni'g^eriity of Colorado ' . , 
. ■ \ Illinois State Unlyetsity ^ \ 

\ , , Northern^ lllinDls University . 
' ^ V: soutiiarn .Illinois Uttiv^^ 

, ^ Indiana Stats Universtty 

" ' ' ; loWr-Stats ynlvarslty;. 

: ^ Wayua State .Univeralty \ ^ 

Western ^chigan tJni'^ersity 
^ Bowling Green State Urlivaraity 
r^ v vV -VMI^^ University/ (Ohio) ^ / ^ ^ ^ 

^^ v 'V^ University of Wisconiln at Milwaukat 

.D* FACULrr TOvBE INClUDm 

Tha faculties to be.ineluded in the comparisons art those with full-' 
time appolAtmei^ts at the rankaifpf profasaor^^asSQaiata professors 
assistant professor, and instructqrj. toployedron^^^^^^ and eleven 
month Cprotat^J rap^bintmen Irt^gular ' ranks as 

appropriata) /^it^^^^^ of ^^dultias ^ fiSf- vhaalth sclent 

suimer sasaions , ; f^easion pro^^s ;afid labo -fitdory t^^^op Is , ;pr*^ 
chat^>tfhase faculties are covefeattJ;iby:;salary^^scalai . or schedules othar 
than t^at^Df the eragul^r faculty * - At the ratii^Vof instruct^ 
ti^e equivalent faculty are used because vOf the preponderancej^fii^^.^ 
part-time appointments at this-^rank* 

faculty pidttber 3,. jE^ be iriclud^d are those asslgriea/ to instruc^jldn 
Cragardlesa^f '^^W for research or other university put:^ 

poses) , def^artmeit chairmen (if not 911 an adminiitrati'^e salaij ' 




E. ■COOTUTATipN OF AVIMGE SALARIES AKD COST OP FRINGE BEtiiriTS ^ 

For= aich Wademie rank within* the California State Univer^slty aad 
Colleges* comparison groupi, the total actual salary doMars for the 
combined group is divided by the nimber of faculty within the rank 
to J^ariva average salaries by rank for their comparison inetitutldns 
as a whole* Average costs of fringe benefits will.be computed in a 
similar manner . ^ ■ , • , 

For the University of CalifomiaVs comparison groups the average 
salary by rank is obtained for each comparlsbn institution, "ffife^ 
single average salary (for each rank) for the cdmparison group Is^ ; 
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari'- 
son institutions .and dividing by eight . thereby giving , equal; weight 
to each Institution regardless of the number of faculty* The -same 
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits* 



For the piralimmary repirt* a compound rati of change in 

salarias and fringa hanef^ts mt each r eomparlaon Inatl- 

tutloni will ba cbmputad on the basis of .^ctual smlai^ aad fringe 
baneflt data'bf tha pracading^ y prior fiva.yaars. : 

In ob^toing coiffppund rates of chan|e at .tha co^arison loitlttitlpna, 
aaeh afegmant will computa the ayeraia salary and fringt banafit easts 
by r;ai^ for vthair raspjsdtiva QO^BtiBm iastltufcian groups apee^ 
f±(i^^i^: S4f^ot^ i caleulata tht mtiual eom- 

pbimd' gtcwtlftrate ehaiigat In average salaries and fringa b^tiefi^'- 
coata for aaoh rank (ova'r the five-y^r period) at the^r raspBctiv#^ 
comparlslon institutions . ^ These ratas of chmga will then be used v 
to ptbjeet average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that 
rank foward^ for two^^ yaars to the budgat yearV " . .. 

The, same pipjedure w|^ll be^ used in prpducinj the final rtport, dk- ^ 

cipt that ^hi base yeaj f of; the cdmparison ins^tutions will be ; 

.taoved .forwaicd one year per^ the use of a ona^year projection 

Jrkthgi th&nv jtM cha praliminaify 

tra^ort; ' .The California .segment us a actual current salar;^^ and; 

frime benefit: data as reported by the egniparisbn inititutlonf ; /■ ' ; 

rather than budgeted figures* . [■ v v'*-: 

G; ALL-RANKS AVENGE SAL^Y AND FRINGE BENEFIT C05TS^ v 

Average all-ranks ^^verage/^alaHas and fringe benefit eo^M^P^^J 
for the^udget year w;ill be calculated for each segmttit,^ 'using the 
average salaries aiid: 'fringe benefits, by rank j^ro £or;^the budget 

year for^^fihS co^aieiion group^f.mid''the staf fifctg pat^rn in ;^hii ;ap^ya^; 
priatipCi^ei^friid segments The Giiifornia Sta|eiUi&Yer^ 
leges; Hll^'uSe;: t^acurr^nfa - year staff lag pattert-^Kile^^^Wi^;, 
of Qaliif srnia^ ptojeeted; for .th^j::biJ^et ■ ^ 

year* ^as^;^^ |nd -Jringe benefit m^mVB^iQt 

the budget year constitute the- salaries and fringe ^benefits to be 
provided to the corresponding California se^ent fot that sagmentrto 
achieve parity , rank-by-fank* with iw comparison group* -The average^ 
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget . 
year for each California segpient will then be.^compartd with the cut^ ; 
:rest.: all-ranks, av^^r^e salaries and frlnge/,benafits far that, segment^ 
to deterilne the parcentage increase required, by the segment to 
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 repott, the California State Uniyir- 
sity and Colleges will modify the^ percentage difference (to l/lOth g£ 
a percentage point) td account 'for .merit Increasfes , promotions^ .and 
faculty turnover/ This; adjustment will not be necesaa^ for the' 
Uhlv'eriity of California since the projection the sf^^ pattern 
■Into Che budget yearvwill' account for th^se adjuSMents automatically. 
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges 
will ;use; the iam&* procedure as the University of 0alijEo«ia, 



H. SOTPLQffiNTASY INFOSMATIQN ^ . « 

The Con^ssion will prepare suppltofei^tsry tabl^ coGtaialag £ivt 
yaars af trend daCEj with tha d^ta ;ior the moat r^eanc year supplied 
by th© sagmanta. ' ■ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ * . . 

I. Number af full^tima faculty by rank; f. 

2. Nimber and^ percent of new and continuing'' fuli-^tliie iaanlfcy ' with 
the doctorate by rank; - ^ ^ ^ 



'3.- ^'Number and percent of full-timg faculty ^irlth ttnure ofc securify 
; of appbijitment by rank| , / ; v^- / --'/^ ; ■ " - ^ ' 

' 4. Saparatipiis of full-tlmfe faculty -with tenure or lecur^ 

appointment by rank; * ^ , . ■ V ^ 

: 5\ DastinatioA of *faciilty who teaignt rank^ (indicating;^ the name 
of the institution /for those faculty reffiainliai in, hi|Har eduea- 
clon) ; ' , , J 



.6. 'Sourcea of rterui.tment byrraiik; 
Faculty promotional^ patterns 



■ATTACHMENT : . W \ : - 

^CRITERIA FOR ^tUECTION OF^ COMPARISON' INSTITUTIpNS^ :; / . ^ ; v' 

Ths following criteria will be uied ; to aii^st febmpa#^^^ 
^■for ths 0nivarsity*^f Caii^orai^ \ ; : « 

/ Ip* Each inatitutiom ahbulA b^satf emintnt. mij^ u^iverf ley .pffaring 

p and with -a faculty raaponilbla for 

raseareh as wall'as teaehing, - 

2. Each inatitutidn ahould ba one with which' thi Utiivarsity is in 
-significant' and aQntinuligvcompacit^ ricruitmamt and 

; . :y- rat#rlti©n"^of ';f acuity . ' -"' / < v^;-]:h^fV>^'v^^ ' ^ ^ ^ 

3. Each institution. ahculd be ona from whlah it is posiibla tp ebl^' 
'^•lacfi sala:^ data* on a^^-t Volun^ry aad regular haaia. (Not 
"^^IJ., institutions vara wi cq pro^iar triair salary da ta|^. ^ 

v'^;,;-p in che'idacail raqulrad for^ib^arlson;^^ 

4. '- '^f^%kmpaA.±B'0m grbup ^ should ba cpmplosed j^f^^both public and prir;"^ 
- ^ vata institutions.* V * 1 . "^ ' \ ^ ' ^ ^ ; . - 

In salacting the#a iIiit^tuti0fts>^vp^^ tn tHa; cpmpart-- 

^ son inp t it titlon^ group- is ^00i^:d^^^^&b^^;:ii\^ ^ davalopment, of * 
faaulty |alary marfee^j^rspa'ctive / time saripui analysis^ and'^he 
contact s%bcissaty fc^pgtflertng^re^ ;t . 

Tha following 'criteria ^ will 'ba; usad^^^^f^^^ Ip^^^^ 
tutions for the California State yniversity and Collages, "P^^ iSati- 
tutions salacted ;accotding to these criteria are .thosa whi^.Chavs 
apprOKimataly tha saiae functions with regard^xp undergradu%ta and 
graduate ins^truction, and 'with which the Calif iohia- State sUniyerslty 

and Colleges ^ Goittpete for faculty*^ ^ \- 

- . ■ " ■"r^. \ ■ . ■ ^ • . . ^ .■ 

: I* \Ganeral Comparability of ^ Inst itiitions ' ■ ■ ' . ^1/; 

^a expectations of faculty at iK^^cotopdriion i 
should be ralativ^aly ^similar to: fih^ prevailing at the 
^ California State yniv^rsity and Coilegas; Consequantly ^ 
\ ' - the ebmparison .institutions should be larg a institutions 
^that offer both undergraduate and'grMuata initructoion* 
Excluded from consideration uttder, this criterion wera: 

a,^' Institutions with less t'han 300 faculty mittbers; • 



b. The 20 inatttutions that awarded the greatest ntm- 
bar of doctoral degrees during the ten-year period , 
■ / 1959-60 through 1968-69, (These 20 institution 

awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees a^rded 
in the U,Sv du-ring this period) j 

c* Community Colle.ges and colleges without graduate 
programs; .J 

d. Institutions staffed with religious faculty, ^ ' 

Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education 

The basis of financial support available to the comparison: 
institutions should be relatively similar to, that of Cali-- 
fomia* Excluded from consideration werej 

a. - Institutions in itates where the per capita income 

.in 1970 was mprethan- ten percent below the U,S* 
average. (California's per capita income was 
approx^ately 14 percent above the U,S. average.) 
- The criterion was applied to both public and. pri- 
vate institutions;/'^ . \ '" " ^ 

b. Institutions in New Yor^-fflty M D.C, ^ 
because of the high cost of living and the much 
higher than average incomes in these cities. 

Competition .for Faculty . 

Institutions on the comparison list preferably should be 
institutions from which California State University and ^ 
Colleges* faculty are recruited or vlge versa^ ^ 

Similarity of Functions , , • 

The comparison group should include institutions that are 
among the largest insticutions with graduate programs but 
which do not grant J or grant very few, doctoral degrees, ^ 
(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest. such institu- 
tions in the councryO 

Fringe Benefits " : ^ ... ^^-if'i. 

The comparison institutions should provide f rinlg-'tienef its , 
Including a retirement program , that vasts in the ^tS^^ty . 
mefflber within five years. .^This criterion was ai)^iadffby 
generally eKcluding from consideration instituti^jns.wltli - 
npnyesting retirement progr^s, ;^ - , 

Cacagory IIA in t^e AAUP report* ■ = 

' -. ■ ■■ = 4C^9 ■ ... ■ . • .. - 



6. .'Ifniversity of Calif ornia ' Comparison Institutions . 



'4: 



The cofflparison group of institutions developed for th# ;;p 
California State University and Colleges should not in;^' 
elude institutions used by the University- of California.- \ 
in determining its' faculty compensation* ^a^-^^' r ' . 

Acceptance as Comparison Institution , ; ; ^ // 



The comparisbn institutions preferably should bf^|;&#t.i- ^ 
tutions th^'^have been! Accepted previously ^iQt.^^m:^jp^^^'. ; 
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the^ Ca3^0!n^i^^^,,/:^ 
State University and Collages. 



Senior or Tenured Faculty ^ ^^i^m''^''''^^^i^ 

The comparison group of institutions should/.h^^^^^;^^^; * ! . ^ 
faculty mix ratio fE their upper two ranks^: that'-^^|i;^^^^^^^^ • 
similar to the ratio of faculty in Che uppei: twd^^;rM ^ .j.^ 

of the California State University and Cdllet^^S':^Ttf?v " -'^ > 
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/ , ^ , ' ^ APPENDIXiD - \ 

' LJniversit}^ pi Caljfdrnia and Cal 1forn1a^Stafte - 
University and Colleges CQmpariMn Institutions,^ 

" ^ 1966-67 » 1979^80 



£ ^ 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67.-1979-80 



1966-67 




University of Calif oEiiiai 

w Columbia University 
" Harvard University 
Princeton Univers^^^ 
.University of H±qU^ 
Yale University 

Calif ornia'^ State Colleges; 

^ Bowllnl Gree^ State Univ^j 
. J Brooklyn' Callege 
.1^ ^ Caifleton ^P(^llege ^ ■ ' ' 
■ CblDrad0^'Scate^^Un^.yersity^.^^ 
Occidental . College 'J' " / ■ 
'.^y Pomona^ ^llefe '^. ■ ^ ■" ' ■ ' 
Purdue Univ@*s"ity 
Rutgers Srace Universi|t.3^-^,:/\- 
: SoatheT-m,I114pDis, Uniyi^^ 
1 Wesley an; tJhiversicy'^ 




1967-68 



University^ of California; 



Columbia University 
Cornell University 
■Harvard University 
Princeton University 
Universi ty.^^f Illinois 
^ Ur^^^ rliTc ^ b £ ^1 ch i g an 
U^^ersity of Wisconsin 
YkTW^iJniversitv 



Califdrnia State CQlleges: 



Bowling Green. S tatevUnlversity 
Brandeis University ' 
Brooklyn Colleg.e " ; ■ '■'■'J^ji 
Iowa State^ University 
Occidencal College 
pQmona Collage 
Purdue University 
Rutgers State University 
So^thern^ Illinois University 
University -of Oregon 

— ■ D«l 



1 "f 



1968-69 ; : 

University of Calif prAiAi- 

Cornell University 
Harvard University. , . . \- 
Stanford University 
'■■^ Stat« University of New York (Buff aid) 
• University of ^Illinoia — ^ . ■ 

■ . ■ University of Michigan . ^ 
■University of Wisconsin^ 
Yale University , . — , ^ 

California State Colleges r" , " f 



owling Green State-'University * 
Brande^^! University :: " 
'Brooklym 'College ^ ; * ;;V\^' y'^}%}- 
Brown UnivBrsity . ^ . . > 

Iowa Stat e^ Uriiv^rsity - ^ v-^ . ■ 
Michigan State IJft^^^WGy^^^vJf ^^i'^'^n! 
Northwestern Ui^i3^rp^£#i;f ^v^^^'^B 
Pennsylvania StaEft.#Bh4yersity>:*^ \ 
Purdue Univer^^^^Jp ^J^. ./^ ^ " 
Rutgers S'tata Wiive^sd:tJ^j^:'^ 
Southed Illino^ UnS|^^^;y;;S|VivJV- ^ 
State tJniversity of nm'%i^0:0£^^^0):.^^ 
University cTf . Colorado' "^-^-^W^^^^: 



University of Kentiicky-.= ■ 
University of Massachusetts (Amherst) 
University of Oregon \ . 

Wa^^j,^t^te University 
UniverSf-^w of Minnesota 



.1969-70 



University of Calif ornta: 
' ',. (No Change) ^ ^ = " ; 
tfalifornia State Colleges: 
(No Change) 



■■Q ■ ... 



D-2 



.' Unlveraity' of California: 

; Brown Uni^rsity ; / ' . ' ■ '. 

j^. . Coluabia. University ' ' - . ■ 

; .^'-'^ Cornell University \ , ' -'-^ 

%J ' Harvard •^University ' ^ 

; ■ Prlncaton^ University . / ^ 

- .7 .'^ . Northwes ter^University - ./^ " v-^ * * ' ' ' 

. ' Ohio State University " ^ .j-^ . ! . 

' Purdue University . ^ / . 

University of Chicago 
* • — University-'^ofe^lndiana , . " 

: . Universit^"^ of Illinois 
University of Iowa 
f'^ 1 University of Michigan 

University of Minnesota v ■ / 
University of Pennsylvania \ - 
^; - University of Wisconsin ^ ^ ' \ 

.Yare Univers.ity . =^ 

^ Stanford University. 

■ ■ t , ' * ' . ■ . . '^^ ^ . . ■ ■ ■ . 

California Siate Cpllagesi^ ; ; 

" r ■ " . ' ■ . . ■ ^ ^ ■ = - ; • ■ 

The Major Public Uiiiversityv ln EaQh ^tate (50 InstijtutiQns) ( 

UAlversity of Alabma , 
> \'Uniyer^.ty of Alaska . - ^ i ' ' \ ' . ^ " 

. ' .- University of Arizona . . ' 

- University ■ of" Arkansas , ^ '"" ' . . ■ \ " ; 

' , University of California _ \ - - ■ . ,^ y\ 

/ , Ut^lversity' of Color^o v _ ^ . . ■ . ■ / / . 

University of Connedf icut 
. . ^ University, ^of Delaware ' 
. Univarsicy;:df ^Florida . 

University of Georgia 
University of Hawaii 
University of Idaho 
Univer&ity of IllipQis 
. Indiana/University - 

' = University of Iowa ^ 

. 'University of Kansasf|i' 

>wi diversity "of Kentuclc^ 

' .. "Louisiana State University 

# . University, of Maine 
, Unj/^rf ity of Maryland 

University of Massachusetts" 
University' of Michigan 

^ • ■ ' . ' ■ ' 



■University of Missouri 
Univerfit * of Montana ' ' 

C/niversity of Nebraska ■ ' ^ ■ ,h ^ 

Uni /'^r.^'icy of Nevada . 

University of New Hampshire -' -.^ ' 

. Universi.ty of New Mexico 

Rutgers ^ State University (New Jersey) 
.' State University of New York (Buffalo) 

University of North Carolina 

.University of North Dakota ^- - 

Ohio State University \ ' ' 

Y University : of Oklahoma . 

University of Oregon 

Pennsylvania ;State University \ _ 

University of Rhode Island . 
. ^ University of ^South Carolina 
'University of. South Dakota 
University of Tennessee 

University of Texas ^ . 

University of Utah ^^.f 
University of Vermont ^ ^ ^ . ^ . ' - ■ v.:/- 

University of Virginia , ' .^ - -C' 

Univer'sicy of Washington ^ 
West Virginia University ^ 
University of Wisconsin 

University of Wyoming \. - 9 

Other Public Institutions Which Meet the "Defin^tiog , of a 
University (20 Institutions) ; ' , ^' = 

Auburn University 
. ' Ari2oha StateV. University 

Colorado./Stafce-;.0ni5ri;rsity ■ ^ " 

Florid^ Jfcate UnivBtsity ^ - 

"Purdue Univers j,ty \ " - . 

io^ State . University ^ 
Kansas State University^ 
Michigan State University 

Wayne State University ■■^^'/-^^v % ^ ' ■ 

Mississippi State University 

New Mexlgo State '^^Ur^lyersit}^ . .. 

North Dakota State^ University ■ . 

University of Cincinnati = . 

Oklahoma State University " . . 

Oregon State Oniversity ■ / ■ ' 

^ Texas, A & M University . ' . ^ 

^ '.^exas. Technological College 
..University of ^Houston . , - ' , 

, ' Utah State University • . • 

WashingCoTi State Unr^ersity 



Private Institutions Which Meet the Definition ot a 
University (32 Institutions) ■ : ; . 

Stanford University /' V / " ^. 

University of Southern California ' 
Ya44 University ■ ^ ' . ^ . . 

George Washington Univers.^ty . ■ 

. Illinois institute- qf^^ T 
Northwestfirn: Unlvetslty,^^^ * , 

University \gf Chicago ' = , ' ' ' . ,^ 

Tulane University y .'[^ 

Johns Hopkins University 

/Boston University 
Brandeis University 
'/\ Clark University \ 

Harvard University 
. Massachusetts InsC;i;%t®'M Technology 

Tufts Universlty-^::^^^4:iM<^^^ ^ > ^ \/ / 

Washington Univetslcy (S!t r. Louis) \ 
Princeton Unlverfi'Cjf.^jo:^;:;^^.'^^^ " \ /j-^ ' / 
:\ Coluinbla University . , 

Columbia Teachers College; \- ; * 

Cornell University . ^ ^ 

New^.*York University ■ ' " ^ 

Syracuse University . - ^ 

University of Rochester , ^ 

Duke University . ^ 

Case, Western Reserv.e, . ^ ■ ^ - 

Lehigh University .\ ' v 

Temple University""" ; ' 

■University of Pennsylvania^ ,^ ^ 
University of jPitcsburgh ^ ■ " 

BroxTO University. - . ; 

Vanderbilt University^ ^ - . . \ 

Rice University -. ' ' . . 



1971-72 . 

University of Calif orniar ; ; ," 
(No Change) 

■ ' = ' . *i ' . ■ . - ' 

Calif ornia.Sta4&.:University and Colleges; 
■ (No Change) " " i 



1972-73 



University of California^ = 
(Same List as Used in i968»69) 

California State University and Colleges: 
(No Change) " ^ 



1173-74 

University of California! 
^ Ota Change) 



California State University and Ooireges : .■ . ^ ' 

Bowling Green State Univ®^^-lt3^ " ^ --^ 

- . .. ■ Illinois tats Univarsicy-l^'Uv ^1 , y- ' , ^ / ^ > ' ^ , 

/ ' IndiaM^^feat a University ' . — ' . 
Iowa S t^Hl"=Uniyersity 

MiMi UniV'^si^ (Ohio) ' . ' 

\ .Northern illinols Uni 
. ^ /Portland S tate University 

Southern Illinois University , , = • 

State University of New York (Albany) ■ . / 

State Univirsity of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciencas) 
Syracuse University . = . 

Universi^ty of Colorado. 

University of Hawaii' ■ ^\ ^ ■ ' 

= University Qf,,Nevada . ' 

. Universi ty ^=.q"^'0regon :^ 
..University '^^^^outh^rn California - / _ ■ 

• University ^!Wieconsih; (Milwankee) ^ ^ = 
/. "Virginia Polytechnic 'Institute and State University 
Wayne State University ' , - - . . ' " . 

Western Mi ol|^Etif- University ^ f . ^ . 



1974-75 

University Pf Calif oAiia* r ; 

;=•• (No Change) - ^ 

California State|Oriiversity and Colleges- 
J']-: (No Change) ' . - 



1975-76 / ■■' \ ■ . ■ 

University of California': . ^. , 

^ ' (No^ Chaise) ' 

California State University and Colleges: V 
(No Change) ■ , 

1976^77 " • V . ' 

University of California: n .' ■ 

(No Change) s 
California Stafie University and Colleges: ' 

(No Change) 

■ ■ ■ . .. ^ 

Universicy of 'California^ 

f • ... 

; (No Changed . . v:v:i | 

... :■- ^- -si: . 

CaliforTiia State University and ^Colleges r'^ 
(No Change) . 

1978-79 ^ 

University of California,: 

(No Change) ' 

California State University and Colleges^ 

I (No^ Change) , 

« 

1:979-80 ' ^ > 

University of California: 

, (No Change)^ . 

■ ' . ■ ■ ^. 
California State University; and Colleges: 

(No Changei) ^ ' . ^ 
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' ' ' UNIVERSITY OF CAklFORNiA;' . / ' ' 
■ ' ■ . - v^'>^. / / ^. ■ X 

Projected 1979r&C) Sal aaes^ft^ 
Based Upon Compound RCte of Increase in Av&rage s4lar1es 
(Equal w:el9ii|: to Each Co'mMrispn lnst|tuti,onr 



.. . .Comparison Group Average " • V ; GomfioundlRate 
Acadanic Rank H'"?- ; SaTlr-ies ■ .{ ' ; of Uncrease„ 

■ - * 1973-74 ' ; 1978-79 



; (1): , . . 

*rofess6r ^ 
Lssoclate Professor / 
kaslstarit Prof esaori" 



$24,482 . ' - ' $32,383 



17 ■,004%, 




(4) 

5.75% 

5.23 

5.29 



ft; 



Comparison jSroUp 
Projected Salaries 

.1979-80 



(5). ^ 
$34,246 
21,091 
18,371 ^ 



00 



ERIC 



■ 



' ^ TABLE 2 . : :^ s 
UNIVERSITY^OF CALIFORNIA 



' ■■■ jPercentage Increase 1n UC 1978-79 All /Ranks Average Salary . . 

. Required. to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1979-80, ; 
Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase 1n Conipar.l son Group Salaries' 

/ ^ . (Equal Weight to Each ^mp^[r?istin Inst1tut1bnt 



Academi c Rank 


-- =; ■ 1 _ 

1 

■,. ' ' UC 

Average Salaries 


V Cbmpari^dn /Group ^ . . 
Projected Salarlesj * 


Percentage, Increase 

Required In UC 
' T978-79 Salaries 




> '= ,1978-79 


1979:^80 / 

- - — — — - - - -- - - 




(1) , . 


• ■ , , (2) % • ; 








■ ^ ' ■ $30^065 ■ . 




; /l3;Ml'' ■ V ' 


^asoctate Professor 




23,091 ' ■ ' 


^ ^ 11.98 


Assistant Professor: 


: 17,150 


18-, 370 \ 


7.12 


jLli;^ .Ranks Average 


• $25,3371 







Based^on projected UC 1979-80 staffing including es^itnaCed separationa «id new appfeiritmetitB 
but excluding the effects of projected merit increaaes and promotlonsi Professor^ 2,706*91; 
Asspclate Prof essor,, 1,086*55; Assistant Prpfessdr, 937*34i total staff • 4j73(}.80, 

" . ^ ' "■■ ' ^' . ' - - ' 
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StE 3 



UNtVERSITY QF CALIFORNIA 



Projected 1979-80 Cost of Fringe Benefits for Compan' son 'Group 
Based.Upon Compound' Rate of Increase 1n Average Fringe Benefit Cos 
"(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution) 



ts 



Acadarilc RanL 


Cpmpari son Group Average 
Cost of Fringe Benefits 


Compound Rate 
5^ of Increase 


Comparison. Group Projec 
Cost of Fringe Benefl 




^973-74 


vl 978-79 




^ 1979-80 


. (1) 








■ (5) 


rofessor 


4^ ■$4,254 


"$6,094;... 


; , 7.451 


. $6;548. ; 


associate Profaaeor 


2,891 V 


4,109 , 


7V28 / ,r . 


4,408 


Jslstant Prof as s or ^ 


2,346 ' 


3,383 


7.59 


3,640 ^ 
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' ■ fefintagrchange In 1§78^79 ill lanb ^^rag^i# of ^r\mM) 
"kmm Required to Equal tha Co^aHsW-Groiipliyilopi for.l W^ 
Imd ypon- CompQ&fid'lite.of Incpase Ifl'UvgrigJ^^tige BeiiflWo'sts:;' 
. " " ■ -. •■ .. (Epl ilght to E^h Co[iiparJs#i]igt|ti ' 



ffl 



■ Pirceritagi C|angi "Required; -^^^^ 

U kragi Cost. .. Jemparison group ivf apiost • irt UC ^9?8^I9 Average ,\:K.rY 
Qfjrin^a_[enefUsl ^'af fringe B^nef fefectlptis ■ Cost of Fr incie Benefits a- . v. 



mm 




. . ., ' (11 
















: 16,548 


Aifloclatailrofeasor , 
. AssiSHirrProlessot 










/ All Rinks Av^f age ' 






' Less AdjusMnt for 






• th'rEffict of a 12.64^ 
Range Adjustinfint 






Adjustsd Paricr , 
Bequireiiiegt , • 







■lip' 




-11,16' 




1, .laifid on pwjacyd' UC 19?H0 staffing Including 'eiiiiiiated aepatatlons and n|w appolntinintsJjut 
: .fiKcyini the effects ot pt^ecN^ incriases aM prDpciorts; Profeb^ 2,?06,9lr Aisociati 
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'APPENDIX F' 
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"^^CaliforrtM State Urvlversit^and CQl Wges 
SaJ#^^tas. and .Cost of-Fn'ng? ^efUsV 19>9^,80- 
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' TABLE 1 



CALIFORNIA STATE iJNIVERSITy AND-COLlEGll^; 



Projected 1979^80 Salaries i^or CpmparlsGf^^^^^ 
^^ased ' Upon- Compound Rate lb&t^as,e: im^ 
(Weij^ed by .Total faculty by Mtfk'' ir^aT1* Comparison Ins ti^ Ion 



- .... _ _ - . 

Academic RAnk 




Compani son Group Average 
of Average^gal dries , 

' V 1978-79: 



^CoDjpound Rata: 
: ^of Increase 



Xortparisdn Sti^Wjlfi^ 
Proaec^ed Salartis 

: 1979-80 









$27,813 ' 








> "3^67 " 


■• J- 




5.22-1 


- ^ . . ^ ' 


•%: V 13,403 " / 

1» \ ■ ' . 


, ; s . sf V 





(5) ■ * 
$29,427 
22,430 I 
17,945^^^^ 
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TABLED 2 




■ ^ GAbFORNIA ST^E UNlVER&imAND COLLg&ES ^ ^ 

- ^ . ::v.^^^ / ■ . ; - ^ - -.^ ' ^ ■ ^ ' 

[ : r^.: ParQentagf I^^ 1978-79 AtU Rahl^^^^^^^ Salary- _ -v 

vVo^ the jCompari son Group Prc^^ for 197fi-79, ? 

BaseM^bn Fivi-ywar Cornpoun Rate of ; Increase 1ii Comparison:^ Group Salaries 
^" !Mhted^;iy Total Faculty by RanR^n all CBmparison Institutions) 




. ; . C^C 
^lAcadtemrc^Rari^ / ^ Average Salaries 



Comparison Group- 
Projected Salarie's 

\, 1979-80 ' - 



Percen iage Increasi Requi m 
■ ,1n dttG:1^^8-79 SaTarle^ 



issiatarit ProfiessDc 



tns true Cor ^{ 



^ass j^Tutnoy^; and 
LdjgkStM ' Total[ ^ 



'(2) 

'$26^319^' 
v20,361 ■ 
'i6 ; 648s 

$22 , 461I' 



(3) 

9,42/ 

#2,430 
17,949 

^»'W-^14,i49'^ 
124,7751 



- 112 

-$24,663 



4: 




Baaed iWf ds lie 1978^9 staffing^. Professor, 5,489; ABsoclkte Professorj 3*43S' Assistant Pro- 
-fesscv 3 J;^; InsBrifctor, 21U. Stkff Tota% ' 11,*366. ' "^^.^.^ 




U' 
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■TABLE 3 



CALlFDilA OTPIII/ERSIT! JND, COLLEOES 



' Projected 19?9-80 Cost 'of frirtf e leiiefitB for Coinparlsoit Group 
5ased Upon Gopund Rate. of Increase :in Aver4ga Frrnge 'B^eflt I 
(yiightid ^ Total Faculty ^ M 1n:ajl Compartiori, ltetutfpn^)i; 



■|)iiipari son Group Average . Clpf^ .^oprlsofi Groyp Pr^tld 
^i -Academic Rank ; I Gos^o^Fringe Benefits ■ . of Ifaase | y - ; . At: of 



■Mi- (') 





me- 

■ Baled' uMcoiiipoyM Rate of«M|n:te|riM^ 
"(yelghtek by Total' Facylty WW ill Cipaffs#In§titulionij 



e 





jC Avirige Cost r Coifarisoii Groap Average: CQst 
\ of Fri jril Bengfitsl ] of fringe Benefit Irojections 



Parcantage Chanya Require?" 
In CSUCj97Mtac|$ 
Cost of Frtngejenefjts . 



1! 




Professor 

AiioiElitft Irof essqt 
A^lstarit PrbfisBor 

All Ranks Averaga . . 

Less 0,31 taovfr i 
, Irofflotioni, Automatic ' 
SaliryFBeneflt 'Adjustffli'nt , 
'an^ an Adjuilpignt for thft 
^ U Effict of an.lfl.WI Ranga 



Incriass 



vljyiiisfed PariroEaquireiients 



f 'y^.r L v'Bpsad ^flrpO 'plus'lISS pemot'of aiverage aalary at each rl|M: * 
, / bnfsuC19]B-?^|taffingi froftsU, 5,489; Associate Prpfeiior, 

lltrucEor, 218. tMMm^ Ih 3^S». 



3,438; Assistant Pttsiti 2,2^1; 
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r 
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• Mar^h 23, 19?^^ 



1^ 




Mr, Patrick Mv Callaa^ DiraqtQr ; 
CmliCornia pestiecondar^ Iducation Coiraiissi,on 
LO 20 -.12th Streai .. .. / \ y 

Saer-amentQ ,VCaliffornia' 95814 



Dear Pati 



-Pur s ^an t ^"^tfmMu^qm t C$n f e re rtce^ Cormt t.^tSl'-ilft^^ 
mantal 'Report to tftfe ^Buage 

to transmit the- attacrad . jjepopt tit\e^ "UniTO|[tifcy of^^ 
California Madical Schooa^Clinical ^^pensat^^^ ^lans 
and Clinicai/Facul.ty SalWr ies. \ 

Pi'^se let infe .Know 4f^7a^j have any qutt'li^nsi eoncarning 




po r^ ;^ r 



you requir.e^d^ ti-oi^^ iiaffq|m^ati^n^ 
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David S^,. SaKOri 
President . ' 
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■ i ■ 



.Uhiva?7s1ty of Caltfornla Uniform Medical XSchool 



CQmpensa.tion Plan . . . , > 
'ComparlWn Data Survey s , \ . . J . : . 



Sali^i'on - of Comparison Ins tituti oris 



(H. COMPEN^ATIO.N SURVEY 
^ ; Data Coll act 1 on „ 



Salectlon of JepartTnents^ and Dlscipl jnes .\ 
.The^^athod . . ;^ . ^ * - * • > . ^ 




- ' Call fornffe 'Siifndtni%ri €apfi' Category 
r.; " EX^PTimfe'Td'THE" 



- / ^ i V * ■ 5>' :4 

fl . Cpmpffrjson Ipttfi^ - Hedical Schodls • % 
2: Madical .^Pi^etice |1/#l>T^pol^ogy ... ^ 
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5.^ Surgery Department, ftvera^e^ Salary 
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ComparTson '.Medical ' ScHadft *f 



s'fi bf ^ Medical -Schpal ■Facul ft^-^^l Sw... Si 
son '.Medical 'ScH.Qdtt:^?*''--*^;^^^^^ ■ 



B.- Brief ^eseftiftt ions o-f 'the Medfcp'^I^ii^ensat'ibr! PMjis-it 'trie 
^ Eight Gomparison Med1cal='tchoQJ*s^'. ' . . . . ,t . 
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■■/;; 



ki : RgjpQrt on Mejiica1%SchQQ^I._ CI tnlAaT_C^^ Plans- and 



CI 1n1 cal FacuT ty 5a lari es 



This rfpQft mponds'^a Itim.l22.of the 1978, Cpifferanca Commfttee«^\Suppli- 



*^ mental Riport on thfe Budget BUI which necommands' thatr 



UC- shalT repttrt. to .GPIO annually onV(l ) *its fun-t1me^»1caT facaf Sy 
salaries and those of its comparison institutlQn|-^(inftI.udtng a !ltscr1p^ 
tion of th^ .typa of compeniatf an pTjns^ utilized by each UC sehooT^nd 
each cQmparison ihstitution) and (2) the numbei^^of compensatian plarf 
- --- exceptions^ in effect at each^UG^^^schflol.** ^ ■ ^: # ^: 

^^Jf^ilhis reportVdisciisses the .issues in t;he above siipplertien%#^' language by pro*^ 

r- ^ ^ : ■ ^ ^ ^ . : ^ ■ ■ ' ' ' ■ . . 



a dfescriotio^n of the typa of cqmpshsation p.lan^^.kti llzed^fay^tach 'Ud' ^ 
' -^'ichQat and^^eacl^compa^nson'-'in'stf^u^ ' ■ ' - ' ' 

2,^^ a discuss ton ' of th& University '^s^ ^fun-tinie- cl inical . fa^culty. salaries and 



those oT 4ts compawson^dnsWtutlons^ (Section^ Hh and 



3. a report on compensation p1^*^i^cept1ons .(Section nil 





-i 1 - ■ ■ • 

I., . CT1|nt&3l ,C( 


Dmp^psation P" 


lanl. 


^ - 


■. ^ Gar 


aral 

nical cc 


jmpe.nsatton p' 


ans 



ans #fa .cpmpen&ation ^jrran^^ec^ta created, by 
medJfcll schools, to prav1d| coftipitfttye inccpfe^for physicians and other 



faclil%^ wHh^ air et% . pat 1 en t^C4fa^^ r as .well' aSvto further {hs 



* ^ acaHeMc goal s of the medical ichools"^ As stated by the^As^oclation of - 

- ■ ' ' ■ ' ^ - ^ ^ ' ^ " " ^ ^ }■ ' ' - ' 

* ' American Medical Colleges' (AAMcj 'in their ^Deceinber, 1^7 Veport on An 

In^Deflth Study Seven Medf ^Practige Plans^ ; ; ^V ;-:" ; ' ^ V ' • 

' ^'tft# fnost comifionly stated Blln.oy ectlve is- thei^att^a^tfo retention 
^ of '^^aTity ^^fact/1 ty thrdugh the Dyoyisf5r¥;pff acceptable ,cbmpensatiah ■ ^ ' 

iddltidnal. objec- 



? - \Tt:vtl^'fi0t achievablevthmu salary sdurGis.|f AffJaddlt 



' tive qM.He prevalent' among- the",' .... plans. 1s \the use of p.l'an rfvihue 

- t'o help "achieve dipartmental: ahd schoolwide program enrichmentjy/dth 

'. ■ ■ , ' .-. > ■ 

'• -stable, flextbJffuEids.''." ' ' ; . . 

'the AAMC reviewed the;iTied1c4rpr|fe-W pTaf*s< of/the 112 M.D.. difree-gran- :\ 
ting fill iy airedlt'ed medical- schotfTs in 'the U.S. 'affd concl uded.- that the , ^ 
plans could be character.ized by tjit digfae of :cantiral control- exercised \^ 

^over the.details, of , the -plans' operat*1ohs,.along a ''centraTized/dectntra- 
lizid" axis. As unwary of ttie three basic types of cljnical campensation;' ,;> 
plans wis dtveloped by ^the .AAMC as 'fondws : . , \ ■ ■ ' , ; '| ' ' 



Type A - a highly cantraTizid compensation 'apprbach^lcrtaractertzid'by^' 
■ two basic and fntarrelate'd features. Firitj all patient-care. fesfi, Sre 
collected' and deposited' to cen tral.; accounts, usu»lTy with few ra'ferences' 
to the •origYn of the" bill beyond, t^ '^quiVements of accurate boo k-^ 
keepi ng and phys i ci an ,1 iabi 1 i ty =and accountabi Ti ty for serv jces rendered^ 
'Second, phys f clans are placed on either indivi dually set or departmen-.- 
tally fixed incornes baled on -a predetennined cwnpensation sc'hedale 
which recognizes, such features as academic rank ■previous or current ■ 
cli"nica/I servi'tas, and additional merit or service features i- » » 
Type W - an Intermediate arrangement in which some, coftfl^dn pol icy frarae- " 
work exjsts for patient-care fee collection and disbursement'. Jn thi^s . 
approach a general policy is set for all . ifiedictl school faculty with- • . 
. patient-carV respoffsi bill ties, requiring that th&y foil ot/ specified.. • 
billing and coll ectiOrT'p^cedureS through a central offica or departmen- 
tal offices.. 'Compensation Is determined by a formula which recognizes 
the productivity of patient-care. Activities as well as academic, factors 
such as ran'k and schoTarship..* Such compe'nsatlon arranginients usually . . 
set broad ranges' for total tompensation," reco|n1zt'ng the aforementioned , 
' features, with set 'maxima, either by dipartment, schopl t or specialty. 




ftog^^ rdiscl allows wiGte vafiatitin 

't-^W'-'^ '■ ■ ' ' ' ■ 

Ivvifpirtmant or ajrtQng^speaia^ ias- to! how patlant-'cart. J- 
^m$d and subs^^uentl^'jdistrlbutad.^ The most extrime^, = 

fIcuTty member "^to . ill T and; regain /vtptual^ 
j^Hcjtie^ : inpoma wi th ;so faqutrim^iit to-, rt to 
i^liir oyerhaad eqst (tffici space,. ho^spitaV fe'ij s etc] * " 



Table 2" ^'(j^^p^l^ p^^ medl'caT. practlei 




flan typo^lo^^indfeat^^^by arrows . the ^kfh4^ o^ movanitnt f haj 

t3rplcal1y ff^fil^;iH thelsSglntMtloTi ' of b practtie pTan*-frdm novpTaiT^^ 



tralizitfi.^^M \. : >^ \ 

Uqi varsity o|^' Cal f^drjija'^^Unl^^ CTtn:1calV-Cornpensat1 P tnn 

The^ ■University of Xa'TinV'^^ntl^ unlflonn ,M Se}]oo1 /"CTiralaa^v Compel sat ton ■ ' 

Plan^ approYi^^^ T^ii^Rfefl^^ ^97B_. ^: 

falls wVthln the f^pe'^l^^^tagory^f^^^^ unrform fy'am€WQrk,*for 

patlant-care^ biM 1 1n^ "ind 'sets uritforni combensation ^maxfijia'^^^ on aca^ 



acadifTrtt . 

rank and stip/^ The Man prD\r1^s^suff1cient flexlbf 1 Ity^ ^ teptclfie'^' / 

--n^" ' ■ ^ ^ ' - ^"T * ".'^i^■•- 

parameters for the 'various medical speGlalt1eS: dIscTOl ints wttftlA/'.^v^ 

: -the same department fnax:^be establlsKed as long- as ;th€^^ 



arrangements established by 'the PI art are not ^e^cceeded.-) 



The key features of this' Plari^are: ^ :\/ / / J-"^ " 

K The. el eyen^month regular faau\ty salary seal i^|pp.rtfved by The' Regerits: 
for each faculty rank forms the base salary ;fdiv^iJl:^ni€d1cil seW 



ladder rank faculty. 'There 1s'*no differential : in the base salar^ between^ 

■ ^ ^- ^ ■ ^_ ^. -.' . : . - , v..' , 
medTcaV school faculty aod general campus faculty.' ' ^ . 

2* . Arrangements for compensatton in addftton to tfte bas^.laliry^ are , T.^ ; ; 

limited tot three types, - °j 

' a. Negotiated Income This. Is an amount of additional compensation''' '\ 



erJc 
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^ / ' - 'coftit jourcisj group Of ptf&li^i# ibsolu^i: 



b. Ineorfia Llmltition '^^ngimants - .Th#^ arrangpmatits^ whareby the 



^^"^Ai, sub^act m MsaismentSj income directly 



frvm piitlant-carei'lq^^^ess Asspsmants ira progressiva and^raach 



' * member- s basa salary, ^ 



c- Corr^wa^loi^lans - ^||'^ar«'arfanfemants /wh facu^ti 
^'shalra ^a''p|:idet|raf^ amoXint and are allbwed 

' to rtt^Tm'tndiv^i^al^^^ to a maximum 



ty members 



3, ManfbersHW^'^n th*TS.^P>aa for all cVintci^ faculty ^witi 

pa t1 i 

and all .i;%c 



ent-c|fa' rfSpoHsi tfl 1^ an/appolnlmient' at, SQ-% -hr morf timiv 

all-'t)%cofetfr^ni''profassi.ortl performed ^ hi^j^heii. faculty la 



suBject to'the.tfi^ of the PTa|ii'; ; iiv'- ' 
4t Accauntinf standiM^i^.and mOTlt'QWng .practifi^ ara sp^eci f iWa^^ f;i,.the 
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guidelines for -tifjplamentatldri'fof this P*1an.i, |!long'w1th thevflljn and 
guidelines, accounting procedy res have been aevel oped, which s^^^ 
consistent with the Plan Qbjectives. ' " 4-> . ' ■ 

Comparison Stta^iirvtey ' \ ' 

One of the principal' faatures of the uniform Medfcal School Clinical', 
Campensation Plan is- a .provision for periodic ra^/liaw of. thf 'tstabllsh'id 
■ cbmpensatlon maxima.. In ■Section IV . (Compensation which stts forth the 
formulae Wr deriving maxitnura compensat provision IV.B. 6 states: 
■•. Comp^ensation levels arid assessment rates^will be reviewed periodically 
: by the Vice President— Academic and Staff Personnel Relations in ligbt 
of comparison data from University of California Medical Schoo.lsi'is' 



i 



v'i- i'V wei-l as -from \othef compaVtson- rnstH'ut^pns,/^ ' Oh ,the basis of the sVice: 
'f^-^iW<XH0mk^'s rkQr%, the President, ^ftsr\cqnsultatnon with the Academic 



^xi^H/'-i! '**5e5fate/'niay. ricorranenladjtjftinents 1n the c^wpen'satlon. levels 1-n this 



' * '. A iet of 'cotapaplso'n instTtutions was selected and a statistical msi 
• '' -adoptedr ^hai^oSd , yield the re^^ 

"^he "'Medical .Sciwf'^T inical Compinsatlon . Plan as well as the.faqu'l-rement 



for an anmkfrapoptWthe California Postsecondar^\ Edticatlon aomnilsslon 



• Seleo^jon of CQmpaVi'Scm (Institutions ' ■ V' ' 

Eight 1ns"titutl4rt:s';thaf. At cQmpiraSle ppagrams weTe selected frpm 

public ttnd pr1va.te,seetqr4. Ffve.of the institutions art public In 



chajjacter and tbree are^^rivata, The institutions silectecl rapresaht a 
divarsi •spectrum and sufficient variation of setflngs and practice plan 
arrangamants tp^ provi^de val l-^ivcomparisbns * ^Appandix B (sea pp, 19-20) 



' .pfcovides 3; brief description" 


6^; tHe various coma^n sat tori pTansVy^ed 1 


\ comparison institutions .' 




■ ■ ■ . \ .\ r. 

' \ ■ 
' • \ 


■ / \. ' • • ■ Compari: 


son Institutions 


H " ■ . - \ . 

■- ■• \ ■ 
\ 


' - ■ Name I ' ' Publ 


ic or Private 


Gonipansatlon Plan 


^ ' \ *Stan%d •'/'; ■ _ 


Private \ ; 


yes 


. State. UniV/4 of New York- 
' ' Upstate Midical School 


Public ^ 


yes . ^ 


' . Univ. . of Chicago 


Private ■ 

\ 


yes 


- '*|Jn1v. 'Jf mi,nois 


■ \ 

Public. 


no 


V' *Uhiv./of Michigan • 


Publ it - . ^ 


i^es 


■ • Univi of Texas-, Hoii-ston 


Public , 


\ ^yes. 


' ■ . ' - ■ M 

^ ^Uni-Vv of Wisconsin , 
*Yala Uni varsity.^. , ' ' - 


Private : 


' -yes 

yes / * ; 



.Th'e comparison Institutions, included- five that are aUb in the ggntral,. 

campus^survey Cnotk' by, asterisks). In addition, tha University of 

■\. , — L—...^ — ■ — 

Texas, Houston, 'and the State University of Ne« York-Upstate Medical 



School we're sal acted 'because they are. part of .larger multicampus sys 




n'th more than one medical school. . . , .* ' , ' , ■ • .' A 

' % ■ ' L , ■■■■ ■ • I ■ • ^ - \ ' . ■' , ■ • .. '■^'■■■-'. '\ 

II. Comgensa^tion Survey • \ " ■ ' 

/ A. Data" Collection- . . ' . ' . ' 

Compensatlan plan InfonTiatlon was obtained from the a1|ht cpmparison 
medical schools'by maans of^a questloitnairt (see Appendix A, 'pp. 16-18) . 
. Thft questionnaire was f 0:11 Swed by. phone, call s A an'd a'.ipecral. meeting ■ 

" which 'took VpT ace during thevOctober, 1978 meetwg of tW -.^ 
. « Orleans,. At tilt's pec4al meeting of the "coferison s4hoo1.s:,:; V 
■ was 'an. extendid discussidn of the practTcal aspecW of^ medical sarary ^ , ' 
and practtce plan management, and arringements were made^ to •meat and/orv / 
: consul t each ^ear and to' regularly #j|S^anga 3ata;. Furthef, Mr. Will^iam v, 
/U,;Storeyv Higher Educatfon speciW-istj^th the'^al iforipa Po|tsecondaiT i 
JEdycation C&mniSsion,.waLcons and ' 

J-, ' / has- agreed to meet 'to discuss in detail\ the inethadiTogy and ^concl^^ 

/ B.. SelectiQn .of Departtiintf Discipl ines ^ ^ A - . . 

ii ■ ■ Comparison of med1yil\s.choo^^'jalar^ raises .prpbj|^s, which do not \ 

occur in cornering salaries of general campusas. On I general ^nlvers+ty ^ ' 
campuses , "^veral 1 salary^^ayerages for a given prgfisspnal rank are a . ; 
good rafTactwn of what the Individual "facul ty fnemberns actually paid ^ 
at thaerank/'-In'med1cai-scfwolsrhowevier,?Mer greait:var1at1on,in / 
individual satairtfes, and 'art* overall salary average for a given midical\ 
school Is 'statlsticaiay unrel iable. 'For- that reason, nt was not possible 
to use overall salary averages from. the comparison fiiedlcil Ichool s . in- 



i 



IC 



■::io: 



■•'^ ; ----- ■. . ■^:>: ' - ■ 

■ this -Study-. Statistics-.frdm the. arihual/AAMC Veport of/ .clinical 

/ - , J .:,saia^^ia,&M¥#i^e--^fT^^ rttteifottitty s-ince ' they 'tend to - aggregata,-^ ; 

salaries ffom a variety of clinicians, both \ful 1 ■ and part-time, without 
' \ sufficient' dnsaggregiti on fn the sample. to make the data useful for v'. 
''^s- ■ ."' thii ' Survey. ^Jhe method, that' was 'devJsid to avoids ttie 'above probl^ems ■ . 
. ' was to .select a- stratified s#ip^ of three cl Inical^ specialties which 

. .. " ^ , ^ . ■ . • ^ • - ; !i ■ y - ' . _ 1 -.i?^ ' ■ ^ ■■ . -. ■ _ -. .. . r « 

^,are conironly found^in schools Uf me^ine -and which typically represent' 
' '..a range of compensation^ with iti medlca^l schooTs* ; Tha three ^cTfnical 
• . -speci al 1 1 es- • sel fected • .are'- '(_a )• "Pedi atrl cs.'.j'-typi call y ' at a. lower/level of*^ 
conipensatioh i (b) -Medicine, typically at a raid- levej compensation; and 
\. \ (^c) Surgery/ typfcaTl^y at a highjr . comfiensati^}^^ clinical. 

■ \ * specialties are taken ^as-^ representative "of tlie niedical s at ^ v 

' V" ' \ Targe and Vara used as .tha base for. developing the data for this study-. 
:'■ ' The salary data, recaj-viti fram.the thirteen medical jchoqis (five '^r0k_ ' . 
' ' \UC and eight from co,mparison .insitutionsj are treated 'a? .follows : 'V^S^fl ' 
v\" , _ a 'Single Weighted-average compensatTon is constructed from the fiVe,-UC"^ 
\ # '"t^edical .school response,S'. for each of 'the.,three specialtles.XThat g^^p 



\ ^ ' weighted average is displayed 1a a ranked tabTe (ranked by^-professon^^O^t 



' \/ compensation) together with the responses from the^ eight cdnip ^ ' K\ 

.' ■ .medical schdols '(see Tables ''3; 4,/'and 5., pp.. .l^^ 13, and'HsJ:^'-:- ; 

. - C. The f^ethod , ■ ^' :. ■ ' ' - ..J,. ' . '•.^'^ -. .^j'.'. 

' ^ .For each of, the special ties-- a siinpie average of < the; irisul ting« table of ; 
. nine weighted averages 1s then caTculated, wel 1 a? the standard 

.. ; , ■.deviation* ■ and entered' at the:fiottom o*^|ach of Table*3, l^ind - 
. . ' The single average .for' the fi^e Mdlcal '.■schools, i s "exam^^^ eacli ■ '.. . 

of the. three- ranked"vtabV«s 'to dete-nrilne where :that average -falls within , 

" ' ' the samplevo'*- nine -^ilgrited -averafe^^^^ not that.. parti c;: » 

- =■ ■ ' -.•.,.-:«.,,-■. ■ , ■ . -.V;-:/'-' 

■ ' rar 'average deviates sM'gni'^ficantl)? froin the general average- The 
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V-V: '■■ 'i- . whtri; th/s UC average faTJs, wtthin one .|tandaHH 4evUt^^^ .: 

where th& UC- average Is. with Tfispscl: to .the ;avertfgi. .for the ^ ; 

■ ■ , ■ group as a whale i and / < ' : ' . ■ *' /■ 

whether the average is..w1thi.n'one standard deviation of the 




' ' .gra^p avft*rage, 
' If\ the- iverage i^V>U .fact/;wnhin ene Standard ^evl 

p average t :thert- the UC a^erage^'Mn be considered, , to ;be not statis- 

' ' . - ■ . ■ J % ■ ■■■■ ,,. : 

tl^l 1y ■different from that Of' the group'^^^^ 
Or RrfsiYts of the aiti1ca> Salary CoinparTSon and ^llnl varsity of Cailfornia 

- " Standing In' Eacfi Category ... ; . ' • , ' \ ' . ; . 

■ : :TaBf^s 3. 4, and 5;(sae pp/ 12,'; 13^ .and,l4i-1ndTcata that the; University' 
: ^ averige oompensatTOff conststtnt with ta^^oyeraln av each . 

■ , specHaUy, as disnJayed bejow: ; - " 



'^V ERAG€ FULL RTOFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES '3. 4. 5. . "^-^ 



... -Medicine-' 


/; ' ' Pediatrics '"' ' 


Suirqery , 


Higir ■ 67,00D ' 


' : Hlgh .^ V ■ S7%.000 ' 


JilJ^'" ■ 88,000 ■ 


'■Averige 50*44'0 - 


■ UC ■ > 59 ,000 ' -^ -'^ 


Average - 79,440 


UC ^ J9„Q00 


Average 1 57,560 ■ 


UC " ; 75,000 


Low 54,000' !: 


"LoW- . • ' 5f,-000 


■ Low . ' . 57,000 



From the table above ^ tK^ cQncluslonr are drawn: 

t. Iri" Medicine (Table 3, p.l2 ) , average .profsssorlal compensation range's 
frorti: r high of $67,000, per year -ts a low of $54,000', with an average 
' of $60,440. The UC average for Medicine is S59,'000, slighWy below 

-r ^ ■ ■ ■■^^\ ■ 

the group, average. • ■ '• ' 



2,^ In Redia^trlcs (Tib! a ^ypU 3), average professorial compensatlori ranges', 
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■ - , / from a-Kf^fr of $67^00 per year to a low of $5t sOOQ, w4th an averaga ' ^ 
^■■ 'C^^'"- :; '•-.of $57,560. The UC averkgr'for Pediatrici is $59^000, .slightly 
> ; ' not: significantly) tli^ than th<i ^roiip averaga (witht'n; e^^^^^^ 

^' - . V deviatTOn from the average), . - , ' > % . :; ; . ^- ; ^ 

, v. 4,:^^ Syrgery (Table 5i ^p* IS), average profeSsjirial. cpmpansation* ring^ » 
from a high' of $88%flOO pat* y#ar to a: low of '$€7j'Q00s ^Ith an avarage ' 
W''- " of i79y44Qw Tha UC avaragS fpr Surgery Is .$75,000^* iSomewftat (but^not 

* significantly) below.' tha groi^ avirag0i\\ / , ^ ' / ; - 

'V^-Wtthin ^6^^ df^ tha three spac 1a ltte|/ tHf J spread^ of sal arias is not gr 

supporting ' thaVassUniRfr^^^^^ .that the *se1ected.^iTted1cah-sdhQots'^^ - - 

' 'i ln aach of the' tabTas/for tfe t^irea ^^pacial tte avaragi ^ 

compensation i's close to' t;ii^ i5yera>]-"averagai' as di splay ad ^ In^ tha tabl: 
; ■ above* For thesa raasQns>;^tha^c|tfnpansatian being paid irt. U of ' 

- Cal if ofrtTa medical /schooJs. can be considered to be,.repre^fH4i^'va^^ ^ 
^ petltlve and appropriata* ^irefpret there appaars to'^be^ no-^naad: at this^^ ~^ ^ 
: tima' to alterthe currant compensation formal as / v-- ' ''\v. - ■■ - / 
=^111/ ; Exteptions to the^Plan, % ^ - ^ . . '. ^ ^ / 

/ ' -'"/^^v " V - -^^ . ^ ^ ■ -3-^^' " ; '*■-. 

'Requtests for exceptionsv Incltjditig. Individual axceptioiis^ tp tha Radical - ' j 
. School Clinical Compensation PTan:Jmay orlgthate with the indlviduai depart . 
^ ^ ^antj and, subject to approval by tha OeanMare then forwarded to trfa "campus .■ 
ChanceTlor for the next approval stap- ,The Chancel lor then* consul ts witf; tha 
campus Academic Senate,- If the Chancal lor approves 'tha exceptionV\the ragues^ * 
- is racbninended to the Presldent'for final approvaT. All approved exceptions'^ 

to compensation limits must be reported to the Board of Regents. 
. As part 0^ the^pl ementation of the PI an. it was agreed that certain ifmited ; ^ 

exl^.ting arranganents would be ^p to continue. Other than these, ax* = 

\ ceptlohsV no indlyidual exceRtlons: have been made, . Irvine tfas been permitted 
\ to delay implementation of the Plan until January^ 1980 1n order to accommodaLt^ 
. Vthe campus conyersion from a gross to a net clinical' fee coinpensatlon plan. 
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V, ■ TABLE 1 ... 

COMPARISON institutions : - MEDICAL schools' 

'' ' , Si:wf^rd' University . : _ 

: * ' State' UnlVersjty of New 

%|tate. Mediral- Schaol ^ 



. Uhiv^sity of. Chicago ■ - . ' 
' University' of minois' , 
University 

University of Houston 
■ university of Wisconsin 

• ^ Yale University , ^ , 

- . : ■ ■ « ... ■ ^ " f - .- 



.... 



* AJialflliitiklofl 



Private Helical S^Hoe^ii 



rubiiQ Hud leal ichublii.r 



peEfiiiiralii^d 



uiikity, tfifchqr til thin 
u^tern^l itp thu pi^'dl^al 
a€lioelf - >«^viiii| lis v^U 

pe^oceUuifal guittyline^. 

All iirfi^tielng eliiit^lans 
are InqltiJoti tllr^ctiif 
anii/of Iridlriistl^ tbsou^Ji 

wifcli Instiiutlorial efH^iaib 
la fMPU^ only ^UnicAl 
practice " ffQl^tyd/isaii^n. 



h lyll-tliso i«is*war ■upirf- 

op^ratipn wllli 'ryi*pfiiialt*i- ■ 
llty for all ytliiiiiiiitratlvs 

pr^ct-lso qI Hiyillqiciur / 

All clinical iirdc^lEa rci^t" 

llis plan. Of f iqs whlcri 
dlsbufsea InEpna. ^ 



12 



— 



43||iti^al praotieti ^Vti^i^y 
iiMMii Witli'lR whicti ili^|i«ft^ 



ilaytf cIlltieaL dtaci^liiisa 

ti&ny -aLgui olliiical ^>caS'' 
kiti^ « :ry1aied laiuas Idsnfci^ 
lied tiy lii^klku^iuiiai ; 



ryyuUr adHilnUtri^tiva ita|f 
tion.af n^iiy flsn fiUpfNirfc 

Uiilfort'i prBcydurOB lor bill^ 
'liiy« coll^ctl'lirt and dly^ 
Ijurgiimafit ol fyya aff« lepla^ 
fuyntyd^ 



If 



A varlifey of 0iirilqal pr«c- 
bide arfJlnyshenia for 
aoadMAlB iidpartaynti or 
sisdle^l ip«€iallliit ary p9r> 



£iiscyfeiya faculty and tliy 
dyari soitayl l^ aa niiay*a«i'y . ^ 
□urlni feiiB /roiitillii conduct 

uf . yengral neetiiiyB. ; 



pr ikis deld|naty dir^cl-a 
adialniaferitlvs ■uppoct 
■srylQua ^ 



u^itisnij lor billing I ^oM^q^ 
fclph' or d|iibyrii£M«-'nfc-^^' ^u^tt 
■ ra avaiiiblQ ty ayadyiaia 
dypariaj^nls Qr Jiiidicai 
fipeglalibiiB » 



he above tail e Is taken from ft., in^^im. srudy nf Sewqn HcJkal PracUca Plflni-Assoclfltlon of American 
Medical CoilBfjos, lJuuciiiljer.'T9?7. j»V"l4T~^T ' < 

,e arrows show the kind of iiiovuMiflnt llial typkaUy occurs In ihg oryanl«Mon-of a |»ract)ce plan, froitt no 
plan, to UecenlroUzeJi to.intannei^ 
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, 'TABLE 3 

pmAm SAURY (In' ICCO ' s • of 'OoliAra) 



rSfaetlva Data 



Datp Rtport f re jared. 
Dtcembar 3? 1978 ' 



TflSTTTOTtON ■ ■ 




: ■AssociATi wnF;. ■ 


_ ASSTSTANT aqOF- - ' 












sr.: ^' ^ 
















^ _ ^ ^ — ^ - 




















« ■ : > ■ 
















■ d? ' 








1 






:^ ■ 1 SI . . 












1 * 




^- " ' « ' ; ■ ■■ ' 


















— — ^^^^ ^ 








- ■ ' ^ ■ y~ ■ 






. ._ 4S_._ - . 












- . ' ■ • ^ ^ ■ 


























, \ _ 50. W ■ 




_ ■ ; 4Q.7S .■ 














' : ' .3.71' v. 




\- ■■^'^ ^ ^" ^ ■ 








• - :W% s ■•■ - ^ 









1, \Wtignte^ #ifagi flf data, fr^m iJC Midieal. S^qqIi (Divts, S^rt Franelseo, Las Angelas, 
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Hi.-.gi AVlRAffl SAMSY'. ( In :iOCO'''.s • of; DoUa^s) 



^ ■ 



y,\'.'. ... .1.' 



Effeetxye pate 
1^11 197 a . 



PSDIATHICS .DSPAR'a.Slrt - 



Sat e Rap orb: Krs-para ft 
' )^tfae^ap 3i, 1978 







ASSpClATS PROf,' ' - * 












/ 8 - ' - : ■■■■ ■ 




' ' ■ ' ■ 6% ' 












■ ^- ' 0: _ 








■ ■ - ■. ■ ' ■ 


























^ .59 ' 




39 
















— "— — ^ _ - 
39- " 










' ^ . ■ ■ as: ^ ;■ ^ 


i3 " . 




'40 












^ IS ' ^ 




33 ' ■ 


— 










- ii ■ ' ■ ■ . ■ 


■ ■ ■- 43 


34 ^ 












. 51 . . 


40 


' 30 : ■ ^ 


- - - - - - " 




- - - — " \ ' 




AvsTii^i 




47,17 . ^ 


' ' 36.1©' . . 










. standard QiVTition 


. - "4,90 




■^■ --'I 








— — _. 



















= . ^ * 1. 'Weighfcad: jvarage dtca frf^ni UC Madicil Stlioots (Davis; San Francisc^, LOS Angal 

'Iry-in^t. San Qitgo).-^ ^ — ^^-'^ 
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■ ■ TABLE > 

A'.'SEAS SAXJ^RY (Xn lOCO.'s oi" Dsllars) 



Date Report Prep^ed 



■ rftsTlftjTTOH : ^ 




- ASSO'CtATI PROF.. 


ASStSTArir PROF. , 






■ ' '. " 




■ . ^ 














- ^ - -" \- 










: ' . 












sc.- ■■ ■ ^- - 


, ^ ■ - 32 














'is ': 




























°" . 


— = 
























'- ''• ■ ^ * ■ ■ ■ ■. . ^ ■ • ' 


















— ; ' :, ■ 












' . - . •p' -v^- . 


















^ : ■ 






- StandaM Oe^lation . 






^ ^^^^ 3, a/- ^ \ 






- - , - ... - - 

^ .-/ ^ — . ' . -:■ -- 












— r-^r— 


■ — • — ^ 
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, Anftual Hidieal SchooX ^aculcy Salary : Survey - ' ^ ^ ■ 
' * ' - ^- Instxuccioms • ■ »^ • 

:Peaiacri£s^ and Surgs:^. Ihraa ^catego^ias qI com^ansation^ are idancimad 
wirgh Hafinicioos* Thaaa arai - " - " - ^ . 

^. = ^ ^ • ■ . ' ^ ■ : - . . ^ ■ r ^ ' 

" . ^^^^ or Gumrmsttsed Camponaat n .tha b^e sal^ derivad from Uaivtr-'. 
. . . ; of Cal^flbrtiia salaiy scalar for fihat rank^ guaraiattaad by . . 

^ dascriaed^^^^ vtboi^/ which "is 'rscaived. through ^gr^' M- a 
• . tha -opara^lsri ^f,: arid the individual fac^ilty mE^at'a. parfiiapacidi 
^ . • iu^ thm^ Umiversisy of; Calif oMia Unif arm- Midlcil SahoQl^Gliaical^ ■ 
\ •, ^Cbm^aosation Plaa^ , aad. , V \ . . /^^^ ... . 

. 3. fK^^ Total ,CoEipaniationy-. tha*^i^ ;of;- the monies assoQiatad ^ith 
'litems 1 :and 2 -^bbve ^ ^diirtded by ^^cha head eountt for. chat lina^of the 
" . '•'questionnaire, . , .. • : ■ ■ 

la each asMm^ one calcuiacas tha average for each; bo:c ^ in". tha question-' 
naira^ byA^to calling 'all ^the^ mo involyad in that calagory ■ and then ^by / \ 
■^ividing by the head coun£ for^ thac .liha^^of the questionnaire, ' Reasonafala '^^ 
ascimacss q£ tha yearns ^arziings should be rspdrtad. 

■ ^ or las c">e^r*s actual earnings :^«.C^^ 

Pleasa spaaify the vmathod used in the **coCTLants" seMion' at tha botcosi-of^ ' - 
each questionnaira, ■ / : ' \ . - ^ y-'^ 

For the dapartmants sp^ei,|ied a inelude only^l2^ motitii salariea for ^ 

full* time paid faculty utilising Spptembar 1 budget figures I'^hanavar possible. 
Include the full salary of faeulty on ;Sabbac±cal leave. ■ EKcluda'^ those faculty 
at affiliated insticutions^ full salary for vacant positions^ house staff and 
fellows in all ranks ^ and .part-^tipa and voluntaar faculty,^ ^ . . ■ ; . ^\ ' 

' ■ • ■ ' .'^ ^ ■ , - - m -- ■ ■ ' - I ■ - 

"Attached is a lis t' of the . subspecialties to be included within thra^ . 
dapartments (Gariaral Madicine^ Pediacrics and Surgery)* If: you have any- / 
questions ^ please phone E,D. Meriienett at ^ (415) 1 642-1454* : ^ 



KDIATSICS 



airoiAL SURREY 

• CARDIO-VASCtrfAR 
. OlTHOraDICS ■ ■ 



cahdioloot' 

Eiro.OClIITOLOGY 

HMATOLOGT " 

'CTHCTICUS DISEASl 
MfKROlOffy ,• 
RimtJMAIOLbOTi : : . . 
HjtMOKASY ^: ;^ 



raCIATlIC' 
CARDIOLOGY 
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0-20 



1 ^ - 

-4. 



4 



CAIlPUS 



MTC THE UKHJUT WAS PltEl'AUl 



. UHIVEIISITV OF CALlFilUNIA ^ ' 

HEtrfcAL SCitQPL FACULTV -SALAU¥ t^UHVEY 







> V . ^ , ■ . 

EFFECTIVE DAT 




^■^ ^. .\ ^' • ' • 








N ■ - . ' = . - 




* RAMK 








Rank 


.* 'l- 

llgodcocinc . ' 

- " V ' ^ ^ f 1 -. 

"iy , - ' ' 


. Ba^U EalRry or 
"V "Guac tin teed 
,^CoiaiisneiU (Ayeraee).* 


\. ^ 

' Unlfotin Compotiiatliiti 
Plan CoiapoiiGiit 
(Avornofi)^ 


Grand totnl/ ^ 
, Goiopcnsatloli . ]. 




I 












^ — — — = . — — ■- 


\ ■ » ■ ■■ 






\- 








Instructor 











*Avorago aalary foe efloli of the ehroo coiaponaoUoa columriB iliuiild be^ by dividing tho toAl dollars by clia 

hcadcount for eoch rank» " - . V; 



Couunaiita or qunllf Iciiit Jonni 
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Brief Pes criptjocis 'of the Medi.eal CompensattQn Plans 'at 'the: Egght Cflmparison 



1) 

2) 



Ipcail Sabools 



3) 



Stanford UniVersity '. > ■. Sv. '::' . " ■ 

Stanford has a fiew practi.ee plan ■that ir qurrentls^ -being wWtten an^^ \% ■ 

: not yet aval Tab! i. v,,- i,.'^ . ; ■ ■ . - . • 

■ I. ^ :> / . \ A' - t''. V- ^ • ' .". , ■ \ ' ' •\-.,. 
State UnivepSity-o4''New York -.Upstate Medtcar fehool " : „' -y 

Overall management of the :practi if plan is vestey In' i goyerfiifit*board ; , 

■ \ ' ■ , ^ : /■ ■ X . . ■ ^ ■■ ^ ■ . " i^-" 
cdnslsting -essent^aTl^ of tHe Pies i-tfent^ -the. Dean of the ^Medical; School 4. ., 

I , ■ : ; .■•^ ^ ^' ' , ■ - /; -■'Vi ■ 'v'T' 

arid the medical school department ch a 1^mgfr^,;Che departmente hawr cons^-' .^-^ 

derabl's autonomy .and kesp the accounts and do. the bfll.irigs ' ,JHa State i-S " 

paid for overhead' CDstST and the iMedical ScHbol '"^^ a surcharge en ; 

gross -practice •plan income for 1ts :own Me.' (A TyN '"B^ or'.Typ6 ''C"; Plan) 

■ ■■ . ^ "y/-. -" ^ 'V'v: ; ■ ' ^ ' , . - ; ^»'v. ^. ' * -" . 

M University of Chicago ^. 'v' 

■H Generargutdelines are^ issnjed tp the departments by the^\Dean's office.-: 
Within those gui deli nes/ iri'di-vid are; hegotTatid on a 

., ■ departmental basis. T-ht medical schor ' "s experimenting; wiilh a surcharge, 
and with various kinds of npn-salary incentives. G,urrently , however, . - 
the individual departmerits have^ a good deal of autonomy. (A Type "C" Plfn) 
4-. Uriivers ity Of 111 1nol5 - . ' - 

" No fonnal practice -plan Exists. The medical school provides centjall' 
*biT4lng"'facn'it1es. Beyond thait, what- happens is the result o'f individual 
negotfatton 'between, the'lli^dividu-ai faculty member, his department and the 
, Dean' s office. ^ ' ' " ' , ' ' - 

S. University of Michigan " 

THe plan is central izedi with a formal central business' office- run by a /_ 
full-time O'lrectfir' who reports dire'c^Ty to the Dean of 'the Medical School. 
* , Thje- c5ntraT''.busfness ,o#ice estabT1shes'';pol icy, does billing and handles 




^. giisbliir^ements,r ^ d^partmints have iomparatlvMy 1 ittie' auto-' 

' nQftiy.- me pi ^ was phased, in gradual ly .(WfK trt,e five-year period from . ' 
^/^Mq 973 to iT^^ ^1. •' '-^^^^ - .r^^- 

) -v UnivarsI ty. of .iTexas at: HoustQn ; . ' - n - = ; ; " • . 

■ =-'Th,e^ pTan Is dontrpllid by a Bsird of Dirsctdrs cori|ist1ng. of tha. Prasldentt 

■ ■ * ^ V " ' ■ / ■ / > ^ . • ^ ■ ^ \ 

V.-P. for Bus1rT€SS Affains^ and the departmant .chalniien. The plan providss / 
"^r "c&ntraT^ll 1 1ng ' sn^d .disbursement of ^nds ; jhowtvtr; ; rnd+vlduil faculty ^ 

^\ saTartes are" sat through individual negavt1atto?>-be|wifif] a facul ty TOmbff^:; 

. and his^'dapartment thalTTnan. TTii^departnieats have "cons aut^Qnomy, ^ 

. (A typr:^^*?^ or':Type ''C'V PU . \:- ^ , 



)..,. UniversitS^'df,Wisc6n&nn , .^.^ 




Although a wr1 ttan plan exists, Its net .effact is/^^es.t 'authority . 
tha^ individual .^departnierTts", ^E^c^ ;depa^rtment creatas 'in affect Its own^^ V^- 
^^ individual prlctica.pl an and does pretty 'M^fi. as it -pleases subject to^^ 

certain maximum salary constraints wrt^^ plSft^ (A/ 

./Type "B" Qr Type 'ICi; PTan): ■ ; ■ J ■ . ■ ' ■ ' : ' : ' ' i '\ 

The practice p!an^ consists 'Of a series of brief salary guidelines published 
^^'by^tha Dean wliich sat up a framework for salary payment and establish the - 

parmissible^ salary ranges within which an individual faculty mainbar irpy' 
g / bfe paid, ta9|1 department develops its own practice plansVin negotiation 
^ .with the OelS's ' Office, " Ind1v.1dual salaries are recQmended by the / ; i{ 

diparl^nt 'chainiian and approved by the Dean, (A Type "C" Plan) ; r.^. 
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yl:^ A^^^si^s. the Report by^ the LeglsTjt^i ve- Aiialyst 



' ■ ' 6. ■ . ■'■ ^ ... . ■ ' - ■ 
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AN ANALYSrS OF THE REPORT BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

In .his Analysls^ of the Budge t Bill, 1979-80^ the Legislative Analyst 
included a lengthy section-- on Jthe subject of faculty salaries and 
comaentad extensively on the CoraniBsipn- s preliminary report on the 
same subject, published in December . 1978, The Conmission^s repbrt 
indicated that current faculty salaries at the University of Cali^ \ 
fornia md the California ^State University and Colleges, wheit-com-- ' 

\pared\with salaries for their comparison. iHStltutions , would require 
iriQ^eases^yiQf . 12V^ and 8*^82 percent , respectively , for 1979- 

BO' in order to achieve parity*- The Ai^alyst*S stateriients suppoi^te 
contrary position and offa^red data to show thats in his views sala=" - 

' ries paid .to faculty at. the University of 'California and the Call-- 
fornia 'State University and Collages wer^ quite favotable to those 
paid to^ faculty in other istates* 

While no formal concluaions or racommendations were Tsade^ the Ana- ^ ^ 
lyst's view wa^ so markedly different from that offered by both of 
the four^-year SjegmentSs and by the Commission in its preliminary re-- 
port/, that an analysis of the data presented by the Analyst appears 
* to be in order, . .. 

On page 1393 of the Analysis , the comment is made that "the^ [Commis- 
sion-s] report compares California faculty salaries to those in a 
selected group of postsecondary'' education instibutions* These; insti 
tutions are. selected on the/basis of a functional classification sys 
tern developed by the American Association ;^of University Professors 
(AAUP)." Since this coimnent sets the stage for much of the. subse- 
quent discussion, ^and sinpe it is in errorj a clarification of how 
comparison Institutions are actually selected is necessary. 

The comparison institutions used by the Conmission for the Univer- 
'Sity and the State University are not currently selected on the 
basis of the AAUP categorizations s although there was a time (1970--/ 
71 through 1972-73) when those for the' State Uriiyersity were. In 
the entire history of the . comparison methodology, however * the AAUP 
categories have, never been employed for the University of. California 

Dating ^ back to the origin of the Master Plan f or Higher Education in 
California, 1960-1975 ^ it fcas been consistent public policy that the 
UnTv^rsity of California should be toong the first rank of institu- 
tions nationally J a status' that has been consistently maintained and 
Justified over the years. It is clear that by its admission require- 
ments, advanced degrees grantedj faculty awards , curricular diver- 
sity, faculty quaiificationSi and national recognition^ the Univer- 
sity of California has earned its reputation as one of a .select^ 
group of the most prestigious educational establistaents in the 
nation and, indeed, the world. For this reason, it is difficult to 



compare the 'University w-itih all^of the colleges aha universltlss 
which fall within the mintriium standards hecessary to qualify is one 
o£ the AAUP^s G^tegdry;.'! Institutions* ^ To ^illustrates quallf lea 
for Category I is based solely on the fact that an Institution has 
granted a minimum of f if teen earned doctorates per year for the most 
recent three years of the survey in at lea|t three nonrejated fields. 
During the 1976-77 academic jrear, the Univ'erslty granted the follow-^ 
ing ntjmber of doctorates in the specified timber of fields^ shown be-^ 



^ Campus 

. Berkeley 

■ 

Davis 
Irvine ^ 
Los. Angeles 
Riverside 
A San Diego 

San Francisco 
Santa Barbara'' 
Santa Cruz 
Total 
Average 



Earned .Doctoratas 
; . ^ ^Srartted 

154 ' ■ 

' , 642 ; ■ 
' 88 ; 

208 
353 . 
153 
35 



2,788 
309.8 



er of 
DjscipTines 

20 

14 „ ; 
12 ; 
17 
■ 9 
11 
9 
10 
, _& 
26 
12. 



* Unluplltated total 



It- is appropriate that the University's comparison Institutions be 
equally distinguished, a principle that has been maintained through- 
out the history of the salary reports, including the present one. 

The list of comparispn inscitutlons currently In use for the Cali- 
fornia, State Uhiversity and Colleges also, bears no necessary rela- 
tionship to the AAUf categories. In the ■ three years' hote'd above" 
(19,70-71~1972-73) , however, the AAUP's Category I list was employed 
as the comparison base. 
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the Commission' established a spediai copplttee ^of Its mem-* 
bers to, consider the^entlre reportin| prQcedur.e for deterBalning 
faculty sala^ increases , including a Gonsideratio of whether co|n-- , 
pariffon institutions shpulii be used' in any methodology* Af.ter^ de^ ' 
liberating fori ^g^ eral caonths, the committee detertnined that the 
raethodp^ogy therf'in^use, a m^ethodoloBy utilizing comparison iris ti^ 
tutloris, should be continued^ with the list of ' comparisoh institu^ 
tions for the Unive^ity to remain unchanged,, 

Those for the State Uriiveralty were morediff Iculc to select* In 
the strictest sense,J there are no institutions in the United Stat^ 
that ate directly comparable , 'since the State 'University is no^ \, 
allowed to of fer the doctorate * As a result , the Conmission' conmit-" 
tee formed an advisory gjcoup consisting of representatives from the 
four'-year segmenCSs the Department of Finance, the Legislative Ana^ 
list's Office, and CoaOTisslon, staff . The cotraiittee was charged with 
establishing' criteria for selecting comparison institutions f of the 
State University and from thesfe, a compardao.n g^oup. Criteria were 
subsequently appfoved by the Commissionj/the major, alem'ents of which 
are shown below. (A camplete list 'of the criteria' are ^shown in^ 
Appendix G. The cdmparison institutions for the State Univarsity 
ire shot^in AppendiK' D. ) , ' ^ ^ _ ' /\ 



Criteria^ foi^ Selecting CompaMjon Institutions - - 

1. fComparison Institutions should be large 'and 'of fer both 
, .. undergraduate and graduate instruction ^ excluding the 

following : - ■ . . - ^ ^ 

a* Institutions with less than 300 faculty mefflbers | 

b. The top twenty doctorate degree granting institutlonp . 
in the nation (these institutions awarded rtearly half; 
of all doctoral degrees ^awarded in the United States 
between, 1959-60 and 1968-69); ■ ■ - 

c. Cotnmunity Colleger and colleges without gr'adu^ate proY 
/ . . ; grams; / ^ ^ 

* d. Institutipns staff ed with religious if acuity |^ ' 

' 2. Comparison institutions should be in states which support 
' their institutions at a level generally cbmparable^.to the 

-support provided in CAllforniai 

3V Comparisdn iristitutiohs should be ^ong the largest Iristt-^ 
tutions with graduate programs In the "country (At the time 
the' list "wis developed, the State University had nine of 
the top twenty such institutions ,) ] . .and ' 



, 4.^^^ Comparison Instittitioiis should not include Miy chat are ^ , 
psed for the Uniyerirty of CallfoCTilaA : V A. ' 

In" fupporc of his view that . . . Califorriia ww-lty—particulatiy 
"^tjto^a In the University of Calif ornia iSyateiB^Are recelyiii| an ax*) 

'trtoely high level of aupport from the t^payerg of California thac 
/compares mo^t favDrably with f actilty in other states, " the Analyst 

oSf ers^ a revlOTr'of faur indiq^s^ • ^ ; ^ . ' i 

^1'. The . current year (igTS-^Tg) salary alciifttlonj - 

;2/' Actual vl97 7-78 salarie Haid at eomparable publ±a\ tnstlcutfio 

" "3*;. Actual 1977^78 salaries cQmparable eight: Ins tltti- 

tidns when raiiktd by c^pus with the University of CtliflQrTiiai 
■ ; - = aiid ■ . ' :■■ ^- ■ -.f ^, ^'^--i: ' ■ ^-'X^ ' ' ■/ \ 

.4,. The pattern^ □fl/faculty transfer to .other institutions, ^ 

In^his coEsments/ the Analyst advises the reader to btaTTrn^^SIftd^THS^" 
the ComaissiQii. projects' salaries Into the 'neict budget year/ and chat 
it *^hldes saTary dif f e-rencei at indlvlduSl ; ranks" by using an all-- 
ranks average , ; He goes on to atate thatj '*l£ we e^camine the esti-- 
mated current year data <1978-79) by I'ank-, we see that there is hox . 
avgreat, disparity in the- salaries paidj particularly at tht= lower ■ : 
assoii^te and assistant profassSr levels,** To support this statement, 
^the !^alyst preietita " the following Tables 5 and 6^ ^hich show thats 
In 1978^79* Professors' at the University comparison 
group by, 7*6 percent? Associate Professors, by 5,0 percint^ and Assis^ , 
tant Professors ^by 1*2 percent. Comparable figures: for the* State . 
IJniversity in Table 6 are 4,3 percent* 3 v3 percent,' and 1*6 percent * 
respectiveiy All data for both .tables , except for the ^ col u si n labeled 
'"Gomparison Group tag" are taken from the Comisslon's preliminary - 
Deceffiber" report, . - . . " . 

• ^ : ; ' ' /7 ^ ■ ■ - ■. . .^ ^ " . . --^ • 

UNIVIRSITY QP CAUF0BNI4 ^ ; / 

' percsntag© Inersas© in UC 1§7^?9 All ^ ^ 

Require to iqual the G^mparisan Si^up PtoJ^ " X 

V BasM Fiv0-Y@ar Gonipound Rato of ift^m^nm In CdmpdHaon 3roiip SmH^d^ 
(Equal Weight %s Hash Comparison fnitftutjon 

S^^m Group Lag Si^m UC 1^79 



' Bft^ on pfQjgctad t^C liTWO stofflng mdudini toai^ s#pafationi and flew apptota^B but 
eEcludini ^ ^tett Of projected merit mctwm and profjiotfensi Profe^r^35T.fifc:A^ods£aPTof^Df 
144148: AW^t ^Qtoof J& Totii stalfi 4,TO.iO. 



1. Tables 5 ^d 5, Analysis o£_ the todget Blll^ 1979^80 ^ - page a396> 



' CAUFORNIA STATf UNiytRSITY AND COLLiaiS 
Ptfcantige Ineraasa in QSUC 1tn«79 All Ranks Averag® SalsrY 
Roquir^ iqusi the OampaHsan Group Ff^j@ctlgni far 137^71, 
Bsii^ on Pis0-^mr Canipound Ratd of IncrMso In Cdrtiparjadn dreiup Salaries 
(Weight^^y Totsl FpGUlty by RanK In All O^mparisdn Instjttjtiandl 
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on OUC 1977-78 i^ffing; Pref^Mf 3401; /UsaWat# Pr oife^r '3354i }\^twt Proirw^r 2,464i 
J^B^jctor m Staff Total; 4 'V ^ . , ' . . - ' 



F-lrs'C, with reapect Co projecting salariea into the na^t^ bud year, 
it should be .rMefflbertd that the AnaZyiis is, directed to that budget" 
year, which is the .one. ndw under^ consideration by the Legislature.^ 
Secondly 5 chare should ;be no conc^ern . that the . Cobimisslon is '^hiding*'- 
figures/ by using an all^riinks; average; Individual ranlc-by^rank f ig- ^ 
ures have beeri irtcluded as ' ati appendiK in every salary report the 
Cotfflai&sion has- ptibldshed, , ^ ^ ^ = ^ ^ - - ■ ^ 

A few words are also/dppropriate to explain exactly what an -"all- . / 
ranks ^average ^is and why it. ts employed. It is a weighte^d average ^ 
used as a ciomputatlonal "to.ol . for deter the amount of 'money nec- 

essary- to produQe a ipecified percentage increase for ill three. pro- 
fessional ranks (four ranks «if that of Ins t:nictor is included) . In 
order for the GoveTOor and the Legislature to appropriatfe JuhdS: for 
a specif led. percentage, irierea'ses it is ^ to compare a' single 

figure: with another .single figure . ,That is the function of the :all^' 
ranks average and it would not be possible to Imake a sing.re percent^ 
age appropriation without it, T \ . \ ^ 

Conceding Tables 5 and 6 in the Analyst's 'report ^ it should bi noted 
that the percentage lags indicatid are -produced by an inappropriate ^ 
method. First, at the time the toalyst*s report was publishedV cur*- 
rent-year ^figureg (i978--7"9) for the comparison group wpre not avail- ^ 
able, .Therefore 5 the figures published as current*y#lar salaries for. 
"the comparison institutions ^ere not the actual averages but only 
eitttatast a f act twhlcE was not " rioted* / In addition^ if the Analyst 
had used the. siffli divisor ^ployed by the Comaission to shew the -per^ 
centage increasea required /;ior parity In 1979-80 , his esttaatas of 
lag in the current year would have been greater than the OTounts he = 
reported, " Thip is shown on xhe following page. : ... 



■ /■ * Lag Reportid by the Lag^ as Computed by 
Academic Rank Legislative .Analyst Cominl sslo n jtaff 



Univerfflty ot California ' ' / 

, — Prof essor ' 7*61 . ■ '8*2% 

Assbciate Professor " ' 5.0 5.2 ^ 

' Assistant Protessor ' 1/2 1*2' 

California St^te Unive-rsity ^ . ^ ' ^"^ , ' - 

: and Colleges ? . . ^ . ' \ - ' ^ 

•; . Profesepr ^ "v- . • 4:8%^ ' /'^ -/"V^ ^ . 5.0% - \ 

Associate Professor '. 3.3 ^ . 3 ,4 - . 

. Assistaiiti Professor - ' V 1*6 - - \ \ 1*6 , 

Actual current-yaa^r salaries f*or the comparison Institutibns pre, now 
^availables and it may be useful^to/ compare tham wi paid 
ac the' Urriversity and che State ilniversity. 

- ' ACTUAi: CURRENT-YEAR FACULTY SALARIES . \ . 

■ ^ . FOR THE. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNLAv THE ^ 

.. . -CALIFORWA STATE UNIVERSITY AND eOLLEGESv ^ 

. . AND THEIR COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS V , / ' 



^ ■ / r : UC/CSUC Comparison Insti- / . 
Academic -Rank ; ^ Salaries tutiQn Salaries Difference 

ersity\" of California . ^ ' / .'..-^ ■ ^ / 

. Prbfessor ■ . : '^^ ' $29,630; |32,383 ■ 9.3% 

Assbciate Proftssor ; ■ ,20,533 : . 215-943 . . ^ :/ 6.9. 

Assistant Professor 16,964 17,447 • . ■ 2.9 - 

California State" IJn^Lversity. ; - '. , . ;" . ' ' . 

and Colleges * . - = - 

Professor ' ^ ^ ■ -^e.Sgg V $27,813 :\ 5.4^ 

■A Associate Prof essor , ^ 20,3W '21,227 ' -^-^ ' 

Assistant Professor . ^ ; 16,668 17 ,058 , / 2;3 ^ 



tly imt^roMi ^ttf'the University' ^ Tibl^''7 o£ ;th^ [ /i^ 

^aj^ys j§? shown, below* la the ^table ^ -tjie s^lA^ieB: paid at various 
^.i^BCittifrfQn^ aprqs iit L9 77*75 are ciaEap^aredV^t at 

'the Uaiy^rslty. ■ . : ; .../T" ■ . \v.:./ '-^.z - v ^ 





2^ 








■ im 


sift 


M3^^ 


mi 














1004 








m ' 






ill 






Hi. 






m' 




ilf^ 


m ^ 




.309 , 


m 


m 


m 


m ^ 


ISJ 


m 


■ \> 




30.1 


■ 




w 


13,6 






§13 




m 


mi 








mi 














4004 




921 








■ 448 


in 




if 






m 


214 




IT-D 






333 




- m . 


/■ m 




116 










301 


m 












'fits 




m 


l,4ia 


iiiT 


















1004 




784 




m 


in 


m 


116 


i^ 




■ 23? 


jS 






m\ 














\m 


m ' 


IIM 












m% 




. 1004 








m 


. m 


m 


ly 


^ m 




250 




m 


mo 




. ill 


m 






mo 


m 


ms 


761 


iii4 


058 


Hi 


m% 




312% 








1004 




m 




43s 




m 


|I17 


i,fiis 


^1 














1004 




ail 




^ 94 






lilt 


m 
















im 








m 


mi 


m ' 


IW 


^ n 


mr 










m 









VNf^jof private initi^tiom slKr«^ fi^ 

^^UP di£% f e^ U nmre pattieos than ^%0* W^w^^, ivmge ^U^i^ srt fms\y tdf&d^ 



2, Ibtd* ^ page 1397, 



I 



H^7 ^ 



FlTitj ,che"tabla is basid on 1977-7a &at# which are Vabc applicable 
So. ttm jsteaafitf', Report. Second, the tabla . tficludes ritiie imtlbtiti 
ywhicli; are. Go t oti the yni^ersity ' s J^lat of tdrtapatlsoa=wl.nitltiifeiOttS ^ ' 
md visscludei. ! ,tha Aa a tegulci tiie table sKwi th^c the 

all-*rahks dve^tge £6t;;the thi ail^MtiKs a^afages- 

:of Adthetf groiipr of "liistl ; - 

- . ^^^o . • - " ^ " ^' .." . :. ^ • ■ = ' ^ ' ' " ' ■ ^ ^ 

the Malysc explaitis the reason for; thii approscli' la that' ^*The ITiil^ 
^^araity ofr^Cailfpmla pre^ to coropari saJattes for Its . 
syatettt only witft ttie sala paid at the pfctoler GMpus of otti%t^ 
systemi*-'^ NeVertheLfiss , the ^alyst us^# th% sanat approach * Four 
of the InatitutloTis Ills ted for Michigan include' the Utiiverslty of 
Michigan* ^Michigan State University^ Wayint State Unlveriitys mi . 
Weitatti ^^±chlstfl Utiiverslty/ (the latter cvo aye compailion IniCltu^ 
tions for the CaLlCprala State University and Coll€gis) | ail ot 
which-have separate governing boards and vhlcli art ti6t part of the 
same systaB, ' " ^ ^ 

In Wisconsin^ tht Aialyst uses the Madiao*^ and Milt^a^kee camptis^s q£ 
the Unlversicy of Wisconsin system- WK11% they are part of the asne 
system j it should be noted that Wisconslrt combined its uni varsity 
centers .with Its state colleges into a aiTiila |overnliig niechanlaci, 
-and there is no reaichable basis for cotnp4rtrig the Ifil^aukee eaiapui 
with any of the oaapuses of the University of Calif orfiia* . . : 

The only St ace lA t/hiclf: the comparison Is ^ valid la Mev^ Ifork whe^e 
the Analyst sho^s four cafflpuses of the State Uul^rerilty of ^et^ ^ork 
system* All are ynlverslty centers and any otf all of them bould he 
used as University of Calif ornia-comparlsoti Institutions- / Ho 
since they have a single salary schedule^ Uilril one IpvEufflcieiic,/ 

There *ls one additional problem with Tablfe- 7 ,whlch may result fwm 
a mlsunders tandtng o£ the function of the ^ll-^ranks average* In 
that table, the Analyst derives all^ranks averages for each groiip > 
of iris tltutioris_. and conipares them to the University o£ California 
all-ranks average* = * ■ 

The purpose of an all^ranks average is to generate a figure that 
will permit the appropriation of a specified amoiint .of ffloney to 
grant a specified percentage increase In i^laries. To do that rp- 
Quires the us t of the staffing pattern Sot the institution to whtch 
the money is appropriated j: not the Institution with ^hich the, cotn^ 
parison is tnade, ^The fallowing esMple iijustr^tes the point* 



' Instdtuttons .A itid B haye. the - f bUQwlng rakiary .stmctur i 



Jtisci tut Ion k > - '--r 

\\. ■-'■'■^ ' 

\' Asioolate Prof essoif 
Asiistant Profeatpr 

^ Professor 

Aaseetate^ Professor 
Assdstaiit Profassor 

Ail-*Rattks Averages . ■ 

Irii tltution ;A 
Ins tl tut- ion B 



$25,000 
20,000 
15,000 



27,500 
22,500 
,17,50 b 



21,667 
20,833 



er of Fscu1t>;. J. 

1,500 ; 

1,000 . - 
500 ' '• 



5O0 
1,000 
1,500 



rKe. exanpla' shows that rnstitutlon B clearly Has the Jiigher salaries 
at each- rank, $2,500 in eacl! case. However, due to the operacioti of ' 
each institution's staffing patteni, Insticuctoti A has the higher 
aiJ-ranlts. average by a factor of 4.0 ^ percent." By . chat standard, 'it 
would afpear that Ins titiition B should -receive a ,4,0 percent IncreaBe 
'In salaTy ire ep-Lts of 'ths. faat t'Hat it €s .alrrnddy diead of Institu- 
tim A, a£, however-, InstitutloTi A':S staffing patcem Is applied to 
Enstitutlon B, the truth emerges i .Ins titutioti B is actually ahead of 
rnfltitutton A by 11.5 peTcentj not the otHev ucy ax'omd. It should 
be also iioted that the- procedure works Just as well In reverse (i.e. , 
If Institution B is the, institution for whlcli^,,the coBipariaon is being 
wade) and that the atze of the faculty has he-' effect pii the procedure 
since both Instltiitions have the same number of ,. faculty . : 

'Apptying this to the case at, hand produces similar results, , If the 
llniversity of Calif qrnla's staffing pattern is used for the various 
states, listed in Table ,7-' of the Analysisy " the following results : 



An "Ranks Ayerages 



■ IMS. ' ' 

California 
Wew Tfork , • 
.{itchigan 
Wisconsin, 
.rlllnols 

Karvard 
Statiford 



CUG) 



Anajysit's Report 

,$24,400 
23,400 , 
■ 22,900 
■2-2,300* ■ 
22,400 
22,100' 
'27,700 
27,200 



As Adjusted for UC 
Staffing Pattern 

$24,400 
24,700 
23,400 
22 ,500 
23,200 
23,500 . 
' i 26.500 
26,200 



^^St^the; table siho^i is that thrTlJniyerslty of Calif draii was actu- 
ally bmHi£3[ Naw Ypi^ State instead of ahead of it Land that the 
dlffBrenCB the other statea la not as great as it^ appears. Fur- 
'rtier It aiso'show that the UniVjetsity is not as far behind Harvard 
and Stamford as the toalyst indicates. 

The rMalftdet of the\toalyst-s report is primarily' Goncertied with a 
cQmpariiou of salaries at individual University of California cffln-- . 
puses Wch chise at individual ctepusta of the comparlaon group tod 
with other ins ti feu ttons * Jrott thls^ someone unf miliar with the v 
salary pro c#i J might conclude* chat faculty at one cMipus of the 
.Universlcy are^paid at higher (or lowtr) rates than chose at other 
campuaei * Such a conclusion wttld be incorrect since the University 
has a single salary schedule for all cdmpuseSj based bn asaimptlon 
that facuity dn all of the CMpusei are equal in all respects. The 
fact that tbi average salaries are not the .smie on all eampuses is 
not evidencs of different rateg of pay but .of differancei In staff"; 
i^ patterns (the niBiber of individuals -within each of the academic 
ranks), with the higher salaries geniaraHy reflicting the maturity 
of, the campus //In general / the do re Mture the campuS|. the greater 
thejnuaber of faculcy In the higher ranks^ a situation which haa the 
effect q£. increasing the all^ranks average,; ' { ^ 
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Off-ice'of the Vtce Prs5.1dent--",_ : . - ■ , Brom^y, caufobnia" 94?2o ■ ' • > > 
Academic ardjtaff Personnel, ^ ■ ; 

.'V - Noyeniber. 16, 1978, < 



Patrlclc Mreall'an :.- • > ' a::" 

CailfatTila Postsecondary EducatloK wm^i^^ ' / 

1020 - 12th Street / ' " : < 

Sacraniento, California 95814 . ■ • 

Dear Mr. Canan; ' , ~ " 

I arn submitting hertwlth Tab! as 1 and 2 (as amended) "for your'ust In tht 
full report of the Comnlsslpn' on, Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits". 
Yqu will note that the amended tablesvtake account 'of 'the effect of 
estimated separations and new appjplntniints on the staffing patterTi and 
on average salaries /by rank fo> 1979- V98Q J th not. take account of 
the effect of projected merit Increases and proniotlons. 
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The difficulties with the figuresrin the original- taM^- came to our 
attention at approxlitiately the same time that they weW" perceived -by Mr. 
Stdrey of your staff . ' to put the matter briefly. It b 

our projections of the 1979-1 980. staffing pattern were 1n error. Moreover • 
It was quickly tstabll shed that the' error, arole from our projections of the 
'' 'effect of merit Increases and'l^motlbns. Since merit increases tend to; 

Increase average salaries in each rank and promotions decrease avferagt. 
. salafples in each'rank,. it is essential to review the comparative consequeTicss 
of'these two separate- factors for the final computations. To our .regret . we 
have found that we cannot accomplish that review Iri time to meet the deadline 
' ; for the full report of thte Commission. Hence, we have submitted the amended 
■ ■ tables described abbvfi^ your use in that report. We will » of cpurse^ have 
completid our anal ysis'w the merit increase and promotion issue In ^the very. ' ; , 
near future and will refTect the necessary corrections 1n the submiss1o.n:^fo.r:_ / 
the Spring report of the Conmlss+on. I- greatly regret this difficuTty.4nd ' 
„ regret any inconvenience It may have caused. . , .• 

^ I would like to conment, however, on some features ;of the aminded tables.- ■ 
There js a real sense in which the first three figures In the last IJne gf 
Table r (arrended) speak el oquentjy of our need. There one may observe that 
.the University of Cilifornia falls behind the- mean .a f the compartson Institutions 
' by approximately 14 percent, 10 percent and 6 percent at the ranks of Professor, 
' Associate Pro-Fess'or and Assistant Professor rrispectively. Those are- important 
figures . To be* sure, the' all ranks average figure is required to establish the 
' , coft of" adjustments necessary to achieve parity. A more definitive figure for 
" that purpose wll J appear in our Spring subtniss'lon when we have completed the 



ansiysis nottd tarTitr in' Incidentany; it; is interisting to 
ftoti that in 1977*1978s thi iriost recint year for Which MUP da^^^ 
available,, six of :our eight comparison Institutions were ahtad of the ./ 
tinivifffsity of California. at ths; Profeisorship, Indeed one can count 4n 
the Siptembef W8 issue of^ the. AAtJP Bunatin, some twin'ty "outstanding^ 
AinerlGan un1 varsities including some one' might think^ih a lesser categofy 
which lad^U.C, at the level of Professor In 1977-1973, 

■■ ' ' ■ ' - . ' ' ==.■■•■- ^ -. - . ■■ ■■ ■ ■• 

1 want to thank you and your staff foKyour understanding cooperation in^ 
rei pact to the rnateHals ftr the Fall report. We shall shcw^ly have our 
' ho.u§g fti Of dtr in that respect, \. 

Sincerely, / ; ' . . - . . ■/ - . \ \ 



Archie Kletngartner 
V1ci:^resident 
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■ /THE 'UNIVERSI^ OF/JS^UFORNIA/ : - ^ J' 

;. ' , . ■ OFFICE OFTHE' VIGE-PRESI|ENT-- ; ^-^^^ 

■ " ■ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL ' RELATIONS ■. , c r . 

■ . TABLrA-3' ^ ^■ ; , ; 

■ ■ .... AVERAGE UC FACULTY FRINGE BENEFITS 

• ,. ' ^ (Employer Contrlbuti^ ' ' ' 

RETIREMENT/FICAV^V' : ; 1 8. JSriof salary 

UNEMPLOyMENT INSURANT - 0.33% of salary 

WORW^EN'S COHRENSATION " " _ 1 .2S« of salary 

HEALTH INSURANCE ANNUITANTS ' 0,42% of salary 

'health- insurance $622.40 ■ ■ • , ' 

LIFE INSURANCE ' . 16.20 " ' ', 

NON- INDUSTRIAL DISABILITY ' 

INSURANCE ■ ' 54.00 ^ " 

j ' . ■ :' ^ ^ ■ ■ . — : 



TOTAL ■ $692,60 plus 20.74% a f salary 



SOURCE: Office of Budgetary Planning 



THE UNIVlRSm OF- CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE :0F. THE VICE PRESIDENT-- 



. "X r-. '^-i jCADsrlrc and 'stakf pERSONNa reUtions 



... .■. ..■Table Ai-4": _ , / 

'■. " '■ Averagfr;Compar1s6n Instltyti^ 

, Aver ag e . Compar ison . % nst i t u t i on - S gi j. a s 



istitutlon' 



•A 
B 
C 
D 

St . 
f. 
G 
H 



Srof esaor. 



532% 210 
1%, 666 
30,315 
32,307 
29, 270 
30,179 
27, 980 
33, 661 



(3) 

m 

(4) 
(2) 
(6) 
(5) 
(71 
(1) 



Associa.te 
" l'977-7a 



Aasistan'fc: 



521,847 
19,296 
21,358 
20,540 
'20,833 

■20,493 
19, .815 
20,928 



(if 
(93 

m 

(4) 

(t) 
(3) 



517,438 
16,473 
16,104 
15,3.35 
16,3 97 
16,101 
16, 071 
16,733 



(13. 
(4 3. 
.(S). 
(3) 
(3) 

(6) 
(T) 

(2). 



iver'aga 



530', 336 



120,646 



$16,3 6S 



1972*73 



A 
3 
C 



G 
H 



$23,313 
21,169 
25,309 
25, 
"22, 
23, 
21, 
23, 



487 
237 
017 
559 
800 



(4) 

(33 
(2) 
(1) 
(S3 
(5) 
(7) 
(3) 



$16 
16 
13 
15 
IS 
IS 
15 



■789 
100 
073 
622 
34 9 
953 
619 



17,000 



m 
m 
a) 

(S) 

m 



513 
12 
13 
II 
13 
12 
12 



330 
95S 
308 
929 
319 
605 
909 



12,300 



(2) 

(43. 

(X3 

(83 

(3 3, 

(63 

(S3 

(7) 



9 ^ >H 4Wf «Vlr *^M* 4 

■ ^■^^ S^B^SaWfWW i W '*fr jH» ^ 



\verage 



52-3., 243 



$16,43 9 



512, 3 9€ 



Dte: 

ERIC 



Confidential data receivad . from coraparisan institutions 
include 9- and 11-month full-time salar4«« for all schoola 
and colleges except health sciences. " •• 



ERIC 



UNIVERSm OF ■'gALI FORNIA; ■ 
' -••SUPPlQ^EMtARY TABLES ' 

_ ^' ^ ' TABLE 



FULL-TIME FACULTY VaY -RANK 1978-79 (actual)^ 



Rank ^ ■ PTE - Pircant 



^tssor , • 2,593.56 S5.70« 

Associati Profsssof . /I,l|l,38 ' Z^iZOP 

Assistant Prof isson , .24 20.00%.: 

Instfuctor ; 0.00 : ^ Q.OOf 

, • . -^.eSS.lS' ■ 100, 00« 



^Full-time faculty by rank, by Sudgated FTE. Gsnaral 
.camfius, 9- and 11 -months basis appointments. . fxcl 
health SCI ancaa: OentT'stry, Medicine, Nursing, ^ ^ 
OptometfyVPharmacyj, Pyhlic Healthy and Vetir1nary.-|j|iJ'" 
Medlcfne. =. ^ - ' ' 



■ • . ' ■ ■ J-3 

,VP--Ali3PR 10/78 bin 1 On 



NUHBER* AND. PIHCINT Op'^Nr^ A^iJ CONTlfluf f(E FULL-TIHE 
FACULTY^ y-tTH DQCTORAmil QF JULY 1^ 1978 



Contiriuinj 
Total 



With _Dgctoriti 

22 78,6 ' 
1,348 88.3 



Hj.fejittut Doctorate 



m 



n ,4 



Tatar 



is' 



ICQ. 00 
lQ0.i3Q 
lOQ.OQ 



^ Ntw : 17 1QQ.0 1QQ,0 

Continuing 1 ,098 sd.g . -125 ]Q,2:' 

Total . ' Mil 89.3^ m 10^1 



17 
1,233 
1,240 



IdO.QQ 
100.00 



Aij i stant Pf^f^tB org 

" Ntw " 
Continuing 
Total , ■ 



103 If .a 

738 75.3 



n 
in 



10,4. 

24.7 

13.3 



lis 10Q.QQ 
1,010 IQO.aO 
1J7S 100.00 



Jnitructorg 

Gsntinuing 
Total - 



fl.O 
50.0 



0,0 

io.d 

iO.O 



- 100.00 
2 100.00 

i 100,00 



v^All Rank! 



4p387 85.9 



711 



14,1 



5,103 100.00, 



LiCturirs 



513 . .45.1 



55 J 



1,114 IQQ^dO 



^Cornpllidan a htadcount basil, Thisi aggfigatii ir«s thgrafon, higher thin those in 
Tabli^l whicrt ar# cQmpu.tid on.an rrs basi V' 

h ' - .r;^ - » ... '■ - " . - 

Includii. rf9Hl If ranks tltlts and U6tur«rs. and Sifttor Listufiri with ajgd withQut Stcurlty 
of BnpjQymtMt, Far pufpoits of "tMl rtpofti ^full^tlfnt \% dtflnid ii SQ# or rrort time for 
" two or mort ^uartlrf during thi flieal yiar. E^elydis htilth idaneti* Pintlitry, 
Mf dial ni. Nun infi Optametryi Pharmacy, Public Hta1tjh,v.and VitiHnify Mtdlolna, - 



Sourci: Sle^bibl iagrapHical Servleai, (B1o-31b) N^ordi on UC faculty. 



J-4 

■ 7 "^'"^ 



1 l-Mdnths 



^slj^^lER^ anDwRIRcent of m6h jrm cqntinuing full-time 

FACULTY - WITti DQC TQMTE AS JF JULY 1, If 78 



With OaetQrati 



, ' Gantinuing 
Tstil 



a 100. Q 

STO 96.2 
512 96.2 



20 



0,0 
3;S 



r 1^ TOQ/OO 

wd- 100.00 

m:^. 100,00; 



Asjociati _Prof§_igj>_fl 

' CQnClnuIng - ! ,^ 
\ .Total ' 



2 lOQ.O. 
'114 9S,.a 
Hi 96,0 



€.0 
4.0 



r 100. oof 
119 iflo-oa 

121 TGQ.OQ 



NiW ~ ■ 
Cpn^inutng 

^ Total; ■ 



12 as. 7 
1Z3 gsj 

135 ^ 9iJ 



14.3 

^ 3.9 
4.1 



14 .ioo;qo 

12S 100.00 
142 100, QO 



Iftitfyctgr 
New 

Cantlnulng 
Tatal 



Q.O 
0.0 
0.0 



0.0 
O.Q 
Q.Q 



100.00 
100.00 
100.00' 



All Ran^i 



763 



96.0 



3^ 



0,4 



^791 



100.00, 



Licturtrs 



39 . 



76 J 



12 



23J 



100.00 



lad on a Hga^^purtt bisii. . Tliiit .aggrt^atis ^N, thtftfafi, higher than tho^t jn 
Tabiil-U which ir^ ^smputad on an FtE'baiU. - .. 'y / ' = ' ■ 



Includti figulir rinlc-titU Strttor Victufari with and withotut Stcurlty 

of toploymtnt. F^r purpesii of this •repoft^ fulT^t^me Is deflntd al 10% ar more tlmi for 
tWo or msr't qui rtir$ during tha flical ytar. EsaludiS htalth seiancisi Dentistry,; ' 
Mtdicine» Mursifig, Opts^flitryp Phartracy, Pubtf^ si trt, and Veterinary M§«^U : ^ 



Souree^ 8lo-bi bUggrapftlca] S^rvicas (Bts-aib) fiC^rds Qn UC faculty. 



EKLC 



J-5 



TABLE 8*3 



NUMBIR* AND ^ERCINT OF FULL-TIHE FACULTY^ WITH 

TENURE Oft SECURm OF BIPLOYHEMT 19 ; . * 

V . : * \ FiCuTty with Ttnuft Qf 

Tetil i^Numbir Itgurjty ^Qf EmpToyment ^ 

' Qf Faculty 1 ' ~ S ' 



|*Mpnthi 



hmi^ssor 2,857 ti^BB f4,l 

^ ^ssciati Proftsior: 1,331 . 1,240 ^ 92 J 

AJiiitant Profiiser 1^421 - ' / 

. (AU. Rinks) ; (S,ii2) , A; '.■^'^{i;B2E) . fS9.1) 

Lecturkr . 1 ,154 111 . • - . 9,6 

M ^Months ' ' "' • • 



Profiisor 540 . • ■ ^ S32 , 98,5 

Aiiociite Profiiior ' . , ; ill * ■ : 121: Si Js 

Aisiitant Pr0.feiSQr 146- /^^^^ ■ ; 

Instpuetof . - > ; . ^ - 

; (#11 Ranks) (711) {^S3):'^ (91.3) 

Lecturer 51 ." 5 ./ 9,8 



^toif^ntd on a headesynt basis. THesa 'iggrigatis ires therefore, higher 
thantthose In Table 8^,.. which ar'e computed on an FTE Basis. ' 

^Includes regular and Irregular (Acting^ v1siting» In-Res1denc@, Adjunct) 
rank tit-les and-.Lecturerl'and Senior Lecturers with and without Security 
of ^Employment, For puPpoEis of this report f full-time, is defined as IQ% 
or fBOfe timi for two or more Quarters during the fiscal year, 'Excludis 

..Jrialth seienifsr. Ointiitry, Medlcfrie Phannacy, ■ 

''-g.yfaHc- Htalth, and Veterinary Med t cine - 

Source: B1o*bib11ographical Services (Bio-Bib) rtcbrds on UC faculty* 



mail 3-4 • 

TERMINATIONS ,01 gjLi^TIMg:F_ACULTY 1 977^78^' 



Deith h ^ittfiniint 

Faeul ty Pssltlon in 
Anothir Insuitutlgn 

Returni ta Sraduata 
Scydy 

Chiang i tfi Status 

Qchi?* Snploynient 
TCTAl ^ . 



i Moif i1 Mot. 



70 



10 



Ajseeiati 
ITSiTTTTSTr 



Alii itant 



St. n 



14 



1 

id 
1 

as 



_Inltfyg_tQf_ 
9 mm. 11 Mqs; 



Include^ regular rank titlii sniy. F^r-pyrposas of thii repsrt, full^Hrna 1i defined as" 
SOf, ar ffiere time for iwe. Qr fneT^f quar^efi during th^ fiicil yiir, Exsiudai Health scienees^ 
Cwtiftry, Nadieine, Nursing,^ Optomajf^^ phmrMacy, Publl^ Healthy and Veterinary Mtdlelnt* 



Sgyrc^i AcadgiHc Personnel Lggi 
VP-A&P^ 10/78 bid ' 



; ' ^ = TABLE 8-5 

. ORIGINS OF RECRUnTiENT OF TEMURID m NONTENURE^ PERSONNEL^ 

• ' 1 978^79 . ■_ •_ _ ._ _ , 

^, . AssQeiati Asilitirit. 

- Pfsftisar Profaiibp ■ J Pi^Qfisigr „ JngttnetQr- 

Ingtltutlori 

Brown Univerit^y ,1 * * v - . * - 

Bucknell Uniy^rslty - ^ ^ . V ^ , ^ ^. 

CSUd^FomQni ^ ] ^ * 

CSiiC^Sart FfancliCQ " - * . ; - . 1 ; ^ ■ 

CSUC-Sin Joii ^ - - ^ = ^ 1 - - ^ 

Casel^astirn Reservi U.- ■ v - 1 . .. ^" 

Unlv/Chlcago ^ ; , , , I ^ ^ 

, Calgati Uniyir^it^p ^ ■ % * . ^1 ^ ^ 

- Unly/ColQradq . - - . ' ^ ^ 1 . ^ ' ^ = 

CUNY \ / ^ ' - I ^ . ^ ^ _ 

Unlv/DaUwari ^ " - I * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Duke UnlVifiit^ ' 1 ' ^ ^ ^ * / ^ ^ 

Fgrdham University * r ;^ ^ * 1 ^ ^ 

Harvard 1 - ' ' 1 * 3 ^ ^ \ 

t/niv/Ill InsiJ ^ 1 - ^ - - J ^ ^ . - 

rndiana Unlvarslty I - ^ 1 - J ^ ^ ^ 

Jshns Hgpklnf; Uftiv - , - - ^ . 3 ^ 

Lewis I CJarfei CpHigi - - ' - - 1 ■ - 

Unlv/Maryland 1 - ^ ^ _ * . * 

firr . ^ Z . - . ^ ^ ^ ^ \ 

MeGin Univiftity * - - 1 - * ^ 

Mercy CQllage - - / - * 1 * - ^ * 

M1amf;Un1v/0hi3 - * 1 - * . ^ 

lJn<v7Neh1gin ^ - - 1 - .3 - ^ - . ' 

Mtehlgan Stati Unly - - - ~ I * * 

Iln1y/Mi ssQUrf - - ^ g 1 * * 

NW HfiiQuri Statt.U - . - ^ - ^ * I 

Unly/Ntirf Me)cns - - - ^ I * ^ ^ - 

fi CiroHna Sch/Arts - - - - ^ I . - ' , ■ ^ 

NorthwesterTi Univ ' 2 - . ^ I , ^ , : . ■ 



J-8 



ORISIiNS OF RICRUITOE?rf OF.TINURSO AND NONtlHURSD PSRSOmilL^i. 

1978-79 ; : 



OS? 



11 Mo 



'Asseeuti AsHmnt ■ 
9 _Mos. 11 Hps. ■ 9 Moi, 1 1 Mas. 



QhlQ Stiti ^Univ 
Uniy/Qfipn 

. Urtly/Pinns^'l vania . ^ 

Plfinsytyanii Stati U. * 
PrIfiCitsn 

Reckifintr Univ 1 

Stanford - 

SUNV-BuffalQ " I 

SljNy-StQRyDraolc ^ I 
Tyfts . 

Tylff Scti/Arti I 

use 

UtJh Sta^i Univ ^ - 
Virginia Palytech InSt*- 

Washingtan Stata Un1v» - 

Weslayan Univtrilty 1 

Yali ^ J! 



Sg fa total 



la 



10 



49 



UC ' 1 

!JC^RigylaniatiQn 2 

drgduaei Study 

Suatotal 10 

tOtAL . 28 



■ 7 
17 



28 
9 



6 

a 

sa 
lis 



1 

3 

2 

14 



tncludis fuTl-^tinte regulif rank titlii only. 



Gives Of Iglns .of new fieul ty shown In 



" ^ TABLE S-S . ^ 

' DESTlNATiaN OF FACULTY WHO VQLUfiTARILY RlSlGiN 

. 1977^73^ " . \ 

Associata Aaslstant 

•■' \ . - . .Profgsior Pfofejsor PfgffsSgr 

9 Mqs; VI mi. jI;-lQS_" " 1] Mqs ,. 9 MgsV IrWiT 
Instltutlori ^-^^.^..^^^ 





. i 












1 " 






Pal' Ta<«k 






1 ^ 










1 












1 


Cdrfi^l 1 


1 








Duke Urilyirilt/ 


I 








Harvard ^ " ' 


1 




2 




Harvty "yqg .Co I if^i 




1 






Unl V/ i 1 1 1 HQ Is 


1 

_ 1 








Indlifia Llnl v 


1 




I 




Johns Hopkins 

i 


1 








u.ni v/rn cfii gin 


1 








rndal€oUry 1 1 €ge 




X 






Qhip State Lfn^v 






1 




P^nn Statfi Univ ^ 






1 




Princeton * . 


1 








Unl y /San FraridiscD 


r V 








Slanfard 


2 . 




I \ 




Univ/Utah 
















2 




Texas A i H 




- . 1 ■ 






Virgfn1.i pQly Init 


1 








Univ/Washingtsn 








1 


WaS^hfngtofi SUte (jnlv 






' . ■ ■ 1; - 




W4shin9t5n S Lie Univ 


1 








Wtsliyan Unlv 




■ I 






Unlv/WlsqenslH ^ 






2 





Ccontlnusd bn next page] 
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TAiUI i*S (contirtuid) . " ' 

DESTIfiATia.N OF FACULTY' klHO J/OLUNTARILY RESIGN 
1977-78^ 





Prof iisor' 


Aisoeiita 
PfQfeSsor 


Aislstant 
-PfQfeiSof _ 


Instr^ctoK 








II Mas. 


9 Mas". 


II l\Q%.' 




11 Has. 


Qthaf 


















Fofeign Inititationi 








; ,.1 . . 










Government 




I * 


2 












Change in SfStus 






3 




. 1 










1 




r 












Other imp] oymgnt 


. • 3 


1 


1 












Graduate S.tudy 










; i: 








U^nQwn 


















TOTAL 


19 


1 


14 


1 


37 


4 







^Incljudei full -timi. rtsuUr^rink titles only. ' Slvas diitlnatloni (dther than dtata^and 
ritirstient axpffitiion Qf appeirtmint) of tgi^lnating faaulty ihown in Table 1-4. 



Sourei^ Aca^i^l€ Ptrsa^nel Logs 
V?-*AaS?R^ 10/73 bin 



i 



■ ■ . >. TABLE .a-VII ' r : ■ 

" PACULTY PROiMk'lONAi.. PATTERNS » 1976-77 a ri'd,. 1977 -78^ 

■ • Pranotid from Pfpniotad from,,' * 

Ass.t Professor* to Assoc Prof assor . Assoc Prof assor 'to Pfof asso?^ 

• ■ . TotgT 9-<nos n -mos ^sISJ^ |-mg_s'; 11 -moi 

197&*f7 , ' 169 14a ' 21 ..153 150 : ' 8, 

1977*71 164 . M6 / '18 15.1 - . 133 18 



^IncTuiles pegular rank titlts only. For purposes of tJils report, full-tlnit Is 
defintd as SOS or nwrs for two or mori quarttrs during the fiscal ytar. deludes 
hea.l th sc 1 ences Den t is try , Mad icj nt , Nurs 1 ng , OptomBtry , Pharrocy , PutJl i e 
Health* afld Vatsrlnary M^icine. 

•SQurcg:, AcadCTtc Personnel Logs ' . . , ' ^ ' ■ 

VP-^MlPRt 10/73 bin. : 
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ERIC 



^ , • , APPENDIX K 

Cal ifornia State University and Coneges Supplemental 'information 



ERIC 



Office of the Chancellor 

The ^California Sxate University and Colleges 



Averaga Cost of CSUC Benefits 
Fall 1978 (per full-time faculty) 



Retireinent (16.98% of salary) , $3,804 

Social Security ' ^ * 9X5 

Medical Insurance 73S 

Unernployrnent InBurance 69 

Vforkere Compensation ^ / : 2Z 

V . ■ '-'^ " ■ $5,5441 



3/20/79 




ERIC 



office of the Chancellor 

The California State Univerilty and CoUegea 



New Pull-time raculty 
Appointmente Effective 
Fall 1978 



Number No, w/Doctorate 



Profesaor 52 

Associate Profeaior 106 ' ' 71 

Assiatant Professor 310 ' , 
InstMJCtor , ^,7 - ; 



3/20/79 



42 / 80. B 

67.0 



185 



^ . ^ ^ 

§15 300 



50.0 
4.3 

52.21 



ERIC 



.Of f ice, of the Chancellor , 

The California State Univeiiity und CoUegas 



' Rank 



CSUC' 

CeiDparison institutions Data; 
- Fall 19?l Data „ 
> Iscpenditurea , ' 

'I 

hm Salaries Benefits 



Average 
Salary" Benafit« 



Professor 

.Associate 
Professor 

Assistant 
Professor 

Instructor 



4,83S 102,697,762 18,417,715 



'4,W 63,654,210 I5,m,330 
1,211' 17,329,989 3,094,427 



137,813 
31,227 

17,058 
13,403 



4,709 
3,807 

i 

2,393 



Profassor 

Asiociate 
Professor ' 

Assistant ■ 
Professor..'^ 

Instructor 



, Fill 1973 Data 



Nimbir . Salariefl 



4,8il' 1102,098,059 $14,589, 



«,899,52:6 "'40,177,004 
■%SaQ <''lS/9-}7,1 2,425.323 



Average 
Salary . , benefit 



$2,991 



$20,978 



4,281 i9a02,093 10,331,591:; ^^ ; rVMylB: 



11,224 
10,223 



2v4n 

2,012 
1,515 



1^1 All Institu 

ERIC \ 
~" 3/19/79 



■m. 



office of the Chance Uop ■ - 

The California State Uhlvejsity" and CoUegea 



. CSUC Fuil-Tlme Faculty ' 
with Tenure^ with Doctorate 

^ rail, , 1978 





■ Headcouinit 


, No. 


w/Doctorate 


No. ' 


w/Tenure. 






% 


i 


1 


Professor 


5,419 ' . ■ >\ 


4,515 


82.31 


5,311 


96.81 


Associate Profeiaor 


/ : 3,438 


2,432 


70.7 


. 2,939 


85.51 


Assistant Profesior , 


2,221 


' 1,030 


i ' 

■ 46.4 


395 




Ins true tpr ^ 




8 


' \' '3.7. 






total; 


Ml, 361; / i 


7,985 


72.3 


8,645 


■ 76.1%; 


3/19/79 













ERIC 



office of the Chaitegl lor 
The California Sbate Unlveirsity and Colleges 



Fall 1975 



CSUC PacultY Prqmotioh 
Effective I 

rail 1976 



Fall 1977 



U1 



To I 



Profeasor 



Asaoeiate 
Professor 

Asaistant 
Professor 



453 

509 
10 
972 



475 
440 
7 
922 



389 
8 

889 



3/20/79 



1 



ERIC 



